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The goal of this volume is to examine one key as-
pect of the transition from the Late Bronze Age 
to the Iron I in the Southern Levant, the develop-
ment and changes in interregional exchange both 
over time and in the region as a whole. Interregio-
nal exchange is most easily seen in the appearance 
and disappearance of non-local material culture 
and materials. Twelve non-local types of material 
culture were collected into a database in order to 
track the development of interregional exchange 
over the course of the LBA to the Iron I. With this 
data, we can ask what effect if any did changes in 
interregional exchange have on the ‚collapse‘ of 
the LBA societies in the Southern Levant. To help 
answer this question, I also explore briefly the 
theory of collapse, and the various proposed cau-
ses for the ‚collapse‘ at the end of the LBA in the 
Eastern Mediterranean along with the theories for 
trade and exchange in anthropology and archaeo-
logy. Another key aspect of this work is the exami-
nation of the supposed wave of destruction which 
took the Southern Levant by storm asking to see if 
these events might have affected trade and contri-
buted to the transitions during the end of the LBA 
into the Iron I. In all this work seeks to see what 
changes took place in interregional exchange, how 
might destruction have affected this, and was this 
the cause for the transition to the Iron I.
Summary
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1. Introduction
1.1. Introduction
The Late Bronze Age (LBA) ca. 1550–1200 BC, and 
specifically from 1400–1200 BC, in the Eastern 
Mediterranean has been called the ‘International 
Age’. It is described as a period when the Great 
Kings interacted across vast expanses, trading, 
sharing information, and at times going to war 
against each other. The LBA is also known as the 
time of great trade among the rulers, elites, and 
merchants of the Eastern Mediterranean as ships 
traversed the Mediterranean, carrying a wealth 
of cargo in their holds, while caravans trekked 
across great expanses of land taking materials 
north and south, east and west. In the Southern 
Levant, the LBA is one dominated by the Egyptian 
presence which was forced on the region after the 
campaigns of Tuthmose III and which continued 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
the culture and leaving a visible mark in the ar-
chaeological record. However, the LBA is not only 
known for its positive aspects but also because of 
its end. The collapse of the kingdoms and powers 
around the Eastern Mediterranean has drawn 
much interest as historians, scientists, archae-
ologists, and others have examined the possible 
causes and reasons why once mighty empires fell, 
bringing about what many in the past have called 
the ‘Dark Age’. As part of this description, wars, 
earthquakes, famines, disruptions, invaders, and 
other factors have all been called upon to answer 
the lingering question of why this collapse came 
about.
This ‘Dark Age’ in the Southern Levantine 
chronology is limited to the Iron I ca. 1200–
1000 BC, and it is painted as an era when trade 
and exchange with neighbours stopped, accesses 
to vital metals were cut off, the land was  invaded 
by the ‘Sea Peoples’ bringing with them the 
 dreaded Philistines of the Old Testament, while 
new social entities, like the Israelites, sprang up. A 
multitude of theories have been raised to explain 
the cultural changes which took place in the tran-
sition from the LBA to the Iron Age, and to explain 
the collapse of the Egyptian hegemony over the re-
gion and the fall of the ‘Canaanite’ culture. This is 
where the present work begins.
1.2. Purpose of the Study
The aim of this work is to examine and shed light 
on the transition from the LBA to the Iron I in the 
Southern Levant. I will do this by focusing on one 
particular aspect of the LBA to the Iron I transi-
tion, which is interregional exchange and how 
it affected or did not affect the collapse and the 
cultural changes in these two periods. Particular-
ly, the use of interregional exchange as a cultur-
al resource will be explored, all the while asking 
several questions. Did the disappearance of in-
terregional exchange at the end of the LBA cause 
the collapse of the Southern Levant, and did this 
bring about social change? What role did the ‘Sea 
Peoples’ have in this transition, and did the de-
struction of cities and towns cause a breakdown 
in interregional exchange and thus the collapse? 
What was the development both regionally and 
chronologically of non-local materials brought to 
the Southern Levant during both the LBA and the 
Iron I? Other questions besides these will also ap-
pear throughout the text as they are discussed in 
?????????????????
1.3. The Chronology of the Eastern Mediter-
ranean and the Region of the Southern 
Levant
Questions about chronology abound, and trying to 
tie together multiple regions into one comparative 
dialog produces many of these questions and often 
times circular reasoning, where a pot dates a de-
posit while the deposit helps to date the pot. The 
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Fig. 1.1. Comparative chronology of the regions presented in this study.
overarching chronological issues aside, the above 
chart is meant as the general guide which will be 
followed throughout the remainder of this work 
(????????). While the major focus of this work is on 
the Southern Levant, many of the objects under 
study, such as Cypriot and Mycenaean pottery, are 
discussed largely in terms of their own regional 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
all chronologies line up perfectly and changes are 
inevitable, however, the above chart will be the 
basis for the following discussion.
????????????????????????????????????????????-
lineated here, as the term ‘Southern Levant’ may 
not mean the same region to everyone. The bor-
ders given here follow the traditional north to 
south ‘from Dan to Beersheba’ (Judges 20:1 NASB) 
extending to  the Mediterranean coast in the west 
and including Transjordan in the east. The north-
erly border follows traditional boundary lines ex-
cluding Lebanon. Thus, sites in Lebanon like Tyre 
are not included as part of the Southern Levant as 
??????????????????
1.4. Methodological and Theoretical 
 Approaches
1.4.1.  Method
This work focusses on both archaeological 
and historical information from the LBA and 
the Iron I, though the main emphasis is on 
the archaeological record. The reason for this 
as detailed in chapter 4 is the lack of much 
of the relevant textual data concerning trade 
and exchange in the Southern Levant from 
the LBA and the Iron I. Rather than relying on 
textual information from before or after these 
periods and outside of the Southern Levant, the 
focus will be on the relevant historical sources 
pertaining to the Southern Levant and largely on 
the archaeological evidence in the form of non-
local materials and objects. In order to do this, a 
database of non-local material culture found in 
the Southern Levant dating to the LBA and the 
Iron I was created.
Period Egyptian 
 dynasties
Egyptian
Kings
Southern 
Levant
Cyprus Aegean
MBA/LBA
1650–1450
Early 18th 
Dynasty
1540–1475
Ahmose 
1550–1525
LB IA
1550–1450
LC IA
1650–1550
LC IB
1550–1450
LH IIA
1600–1450
Mid-late 
LBA
1450–1200
Mid-late  
18th Dynasty
1475–1295
19th Dynasty
1295–1186
Tuthmosis III
1479–1425
Amenophis III
1390–1352
Ramesses II
1279–1213
LB IB
1450–1400
LB IIA
1400–1300
LB IIB
1300–1200
LC IIA
1450–1375
LC IIB
1375–1340/25
LC IIC
1340/1325–
1200
LH IIB
1450–1400
LH IIIA:1
1400–1375
LH IIIA:2
1375–1300
LH IIIB
1300–1190
LBA transiti-
onal/Iron I
20th Dynasty
1186–1070
Ramesses III
1186–1155
Iron IA
1200–1150
Iron IB
1150–1000
LC IIIA
1200–1100
LC IIIB
1100–1050
LH IIIC
1190–1030
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Fig. 1.2. Map of the Southern Levant.
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1.4.2. The Tübingen Database
The present work was part of a larger project, 
project A06, under the umbrella of the SFB 1070 
RESOURCECULTURES. Part of project A06 was to con-
struct a database containing as many possible 
non-local materials and objects dated to the LBA 
and the Iron I in order to observe their chrono-
logical and temporal developments.1 The database 
currently consists of six types of non-local pottery 
(Cypriot, Mycenaean, Minoan, Western Anatolian, 
Qurayyah ware, and imported Egyptian pottery) 
discussed in chapters 6 and 7, three kinds of Egyp-
tian objects (Egyptian stone vessels, Egyptian am-
ulets, and Nile perch) discussed in chapter 7, and 
precious metals (gold, silver, and electrum), cedar 
of Lebanon, and Hittite objects all discussed in 
chapter 8. The Tübingen Database and its biblio-
graphy are still a work in progress as stamp seals, 
cylinder seals, and precious stones are also being 
added. However, this was not completed to a de-
gree in which it could be included in this work in 
a meaningful way at the time of writing. Likewise, 
the database is still being utilized by other re-
searchers of project A06, and it will unfortunately 
not be included into the present publication.
Given the large number of materials and types 
of objects, the database and thus the presentation 
of the database had to concede to certain limita-
tions. In other works discussed in chapters 6–8, 
such as Gittlen’s dissertation on Cypriot pottery in 
the Southern Levant (Gittlen 1977), he goes into 
great detail on the chronological development and 
use of certain types of Cypriot wares such as Base 
Ring I to Base Ring II, the frequency of bowls to 
juglets, and the frequency of these objects in do-
mestic or funerary contexts. The same is true of 
other studies which examined in detail Mycenae-
an pottery, Egyptian pottery, Egyptian stone ves-
sels and others where only one type of object was 
being studied. However, this work is meant to ex-
amine broad trends in a wide variety of non-local 
material culture, meaning only a general analysis 
1  The database was constructed by Steve Faust of Univer-
sity of Tübingen, the data was largely entered by Steve Faust 
and Jakob Kempendorf also of the University of Tübingen. 
The work was overseen by Jens Kamlah and myself. Without 
their tireless effort, this project would not have been possible.
could be conducted. As each of these non-local ma-
terials and objects have warranted a dissertation, 
a book, or two for each subject, it is an impossibili-
ty to produce as detailed an analysis here. As such, 
the chronological and regional development is dis-
cussed in detail, and where previous work has al-
ready examined these more detailed aspects which 
could not be included in the Tübingen Database, 
they have been included in the discussion. This is 
not always the case, however, such as with the pre-
cious metals from the LBA and Iron I which have 
yet to be examined in detail. In this case, only the 
chronological and regional development from the 
sample can be discussed; still, this material is one 
which needs to be examined in full in the future.
The data in the database has been entered in 
a systematic fashion based on the material. For 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????
to one or more periods (i.e. a find dated to LB I 
or if dated from 1330–1250 equals LB II etc.), the 
place of origin, (i.e. Cypriot, Minoan, Mycenaean 
etc.), the period of production of the object based 
on the pottery style (i.e. LH IIIA2), and the number 
????????????????????????????????????????????????
piece of data. Rather, they were entered based on 
???????????????????????????????????????????????-
tery in one reference. Because this work cannot 
go into greater details, whole vessels were entered 
with a number 1 the same as a single sherd. More-
over, with the pottery, often times it is mentioned 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
pottery’, ‘many sherds of Base Ring II’ and so forth. 
???????????????????????????????????????????????
pottery, these sherds have been entered with ‘stand 
in’ numbers. These range from 3 to 10, with the 
number 3 given where it is stated there are ‘a few’ 
sherds, and 10 given to ‘numerous’. These sherds 
have also been noted and are pointed out in chap-
ter 6 and chapter 7 where stand-in numbers have 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
The other six types of non-local material and ob-
jects were included in a similar fashion, noting the 
site, the period, the type of object, and the amount. 
A basic statistical analysis has been applied to the 
data to track the regional and chro nological de-
velopment for each individual non- local material 
along with a comparative analysis of the data (i.e. 
Cypriot pottery to Mycenaean pottery). This will be 
detailed further in chapters 6–8.
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1.4.3. Destruction
Destruction plays a large role in many of the sce-
narios for the end of the LBA in the Southern 
Levant. Whether that trade and exchange was 
broken up because of raiding ‘Sea Peoples’, earth-
quakes striking levelling cities and also helping 
to break apart these networks, nameless hordes, 
peasants, Egyptians and others have all been 
blamed for the destruction of sites and cities. By 
proxy, this often details the fall of the LBA in the 
grand theories for the end of the period. How-
ever, destruction has not been critically examined 
in the past (see Millek 2017). To come to a clearer 
picture of the situation at the end of the LBA in 
the Southern Levant, all cited destruction events 
were examined based upon the method I have 
previously proposed, though this was expanded 
upon and given more detail in this work (Millek 
2017).
Each cited destruction has been examined un-
???????????????????????????????????????????????
????????????????????????????????????????????????????
a partial destruction, where the information is not 
clear enough to state how extensive the destruc-
tion was though destruction has been mentioned. 
This is followed by a single building destruction 
where only one building from that phase suffered 
destruction. The next stage is a multi-building de-
struction, which is when multiple buildings from 
a single phase suffered destruction, presumably 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
where evidence of destruction is found in every 
excavated area. Aside from the scale of the de-
struction, each site has been examined in detail 
before and after the destruction to see what social 
and economic conditions might have led up to the 
destruction and how the people responded to the 
destruction. This is coupled with a detailed analy-
sis of the destruction event in an attempt to deter-
mine the cause of the destruction. These are clas-
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
????? ??? ??????????????????????? ?????????????????-
tion event has been cited, but this is based on an 
assumption, too little evidence, or simply a miss- 
citation. Second is ‘Unknown’ which is accordingly 
employed when there is too little evidence to come 
to a conclusion about the cause of the destruc-
tion. Third is ‘Natural Destruction’ which is due to 
earthquakes or other types of destruction which 
do not involve any human activity. ‘Accidental 
Destruction’ is the fourth category, and finally 
‘Human Activity’ or the purposeful destruction of 
a building. Sometimes a cause is assumed by an 
interpretation of the material, but without proof. 
When this is the case, a question mark has been 
??????????????????????????????????????????? ????????
Earthquake?’).
Taking this all together, methodologically I at-
tempt to examine the regional and chronological 
development of the non-local materials and ob-
jects based on a numerical and statistical basis. 
Likewise, I attempt to analyse the development 
in destruction events, that is, what led up to the 
event and how people responded. In this way, I 
???????????????????????????????????????? ?????????
point of evidence. Thus, rather than holding to the 
theory that ‘Sea Peoples’ or earthquakes destroyed 
massive amounts of sites at the end of the LBA and 
then to going to look for evidence to support this, 
I begin by looking at the evidence from destruc-
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
in this case that destruction caused the breakup of 
interregional exchange.
1.4.4. Theoretical Approaches
This work covers a broad range of theoretical is-
??????????? ??????????????????????????????????????
and exchange in anthropology and archaeology’ 
to ‘connection versus contact’, amongst others. Be-
cause of this, the majority of the theoretical discus-
sion has been partitioned out across the various 
chapters. Collapse is discussed in chapter 2, trade 
and exchange in chapter 3, and contact and con-
nectivity in chapter 4. However, there are three 
theoretical themes which must be discussed here, 
as they are the basis for much of the interpreta-
tion which is to follow.
???????????????????????????? ?????????????????
this work is based along with project A06. This 
is the theoretical framework of the SFB 1070 
 RESOURCECULTURES (Bartelheim/Hardenberg/Staeker 
2014; Bartelheim et ??? 2015). While a full discus-
sion of the theoretical concepts is presented in 
chapter 3 in context with how interregional ex-
change can be seen as a resource, a brief overview 
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of the concepts is warranted here. In view of the 
conceptual paradigm of the SFB 1070, resources 
are seen as more than raw materials and means of 
production in the traditional economic sense (Bar-
telheim et ??? 2015, 39). Rather, resources here are 
not only these raw materials but they are viewed 
as both tangible and intangible means which, in 
a given society, are viewed as a resource (Bartel-
heim ?????? 2015). Thus, in this case, religion and 
beliefs, while intangible, can be viewed as a re-
source affecting the society. Moreover, resources 
do not act alone as it is often the case that a re-
source can only be viewed as a resource when it 
is part of a network, ‘Composed of people, objects, 
technologies and knowledge. Combined they allow 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????-
tribution of resources’ (Bartelheim et ??? 2015, 40). 
This is known as ResourceComplexes. In this work, 
interregional exchange itself can be viewed as an 
intangible resource which only functions when a 
ResourceComplex is in place. This concept will be 
discussed further in chapter 3. Finally, this work 
and thus project A06 are part of the SFB 1070’s 
project division A. DEVELOPMENTS. This project di-
vision’s aims are described as, ‘Project Division 
A. DEVELOPMENTS concentrates on diachronic studies 
about the role of resources in processes of social 
and cultural change. The focus will be on histori-
cal situations in which access to raw-materials and 
natural products was granted locally, regionally or 
continuously through established ways of distri-
bution’ (Bartelheim/Hardenberg/Staeker 2014, 25). 
Therefore this work will also aim to examine the 
development of interregional exchange and its ef-
fect on the societies in the Southern Levant both 
regionally and chronologically.
The second theoretical theme is not so much 
a theory as it is a guiding question. This question 
is, ‘What do we know, and how do we know it?’ 
Some explanation for this is likely needed. For 
well over a hundred years, theories for the end 
of the LBA have been proposed. The same is true 
for the development of trade and interregional 
exchange from the LBA to the Iron I, and in some 
cases, this has led to a situation where theories 
are based on theories based on theories, and the 
actual archaeological and historical data is lost 
or ignored.
One such example is the focus on the study of 
Cypriot pottery in the Southern Levant. In a recent 
book chapter on Cisjordan from ‘The Oxford Hand-
book of the Archaeology of the Levant on the Late 
Bronze Age’, Nava Panitz-Cohen states that Cypri-
ot pottery would have entered via gateway ports 
such as ?????????????? and ??????????????? (Tel 
Nami) and would have been distributed to inland 
Canaan via regional hubs such as at Megiddo and 
Beth-Shean (Panitz-Cohen 2014, 544). She makes 
this claim based on the work of Michal Artzy who 
has excavated at both Tell ????????? and ????????
???????, and Bernard Knapp, a Cypriot archaeol-
ogist specialised in LBA trade and exchange. How-
ever, this is the exact opposite of what the archae-
ological material states. As I will demonstrate in 
chapter 6, 82% of Cypriot pottery is found south 
of the Yarkon River while Mount Carmel, the Akko 
Plain and the Jezreel Valley, the region that was 
claimed to be the entry point for Cypriot pottery, 
yielded only 10% of all Cypriot pottery. Moreover, 
in every period, there was always a concentration 
of Cypriot pottery in Cisjordan south of the Yarkon 
River. Another example comes from ?????????????? 
(Tel  Batash/Timna) which has been repeatedly 
claimed to have been destroyed at the end of the 
LBA (Dagan 2004, 2679; Yasur-Landau 2010a, 216; 
Metzer 2015, 143) while the excavators have re-
peatedly stated the site was not destroyed (Mazar 
1997, 76; Kelm/Mazar 1995, 67–72).
It is because of examples like these that one 
of the guiding theoretical questions is, again, 
‘What do we know, and how do we know it?’ In 
more words this question asks what is the theo-
ry that is being proposed, what are its tenets, its 
supporting evidence, and how do we know that 
these tenets and supporting evidence are true. 
Thus, the aim of this guiding theoretical question 
is to always, when possible, deconstruct the ar-
gument to its basic parts, ask if these parts are 
supported by archaeological and historical evi-
dence, and to put the parts back together into a 
picture which more accurately reflects the ar-
chaeological and historical record. This may lead 
to pointing out that certain tenets of the LBA ex-
change are not as strong as one might believe, 
such as theories concerning LBA merchants in 
the Southern Levant which we actually know 
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very little about, as discussed in chapter 4.  Given 
this guiding question, the third theoretical ap-
proach should not be surprising.
The third theoretical approach is that the ar-
chaeological and historical evidence will be exam-
ined under the view of minimalism. Minimalism 
versus maximalism runs at the heart of many of 
the theories for trade and exchange in the LBA to 
the Iron I in the Eastern Mediterranean. One need 
only look at three articles from one book to under-
stand the divide between these two camps. In the 
book ‘Archaic State Interaction: The Eastern Medi-
terranean in the Bronze Age’, John Cherry, Susan 
Sherratt, and Eric Cline respond to each other’s 
works, with Cherry representing the minimalist 
and Sherratt and Cline the maximalists. Sherratt 
in her contribution to the book states that, in or-
der to fully understand trade and world systems 
in the ancient world, ‘The problem demands that 
we allow enough scope for informed imagina-
tion’ (S. Sherratt 2010, 91; Emphasis my own). She 
goes further to say, ‘We need to lose our embar-
????????????????????????????? ???? ?????????????
and cannot measure and (to borrow Donald Rums-
feld’s phraseology) consistently make room for 
such ‘known unknowns’ in our reconstructions of 
interaction. If dealing with such ‘shadows’ makes 
us open to the charge, from some quarters (see 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
helped’ (S. Sherratt 2010, 91).
Cherry in response states that there are of 
course ‘known unknowns’; however, he does not 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????-
ent types from widely separated periods charac-
terized by quite dissimilar socio-political arrange-
ments’ (Cherry 2010, 131), in order to reconstruct 
evidence for trade. He goes on to say that, ‘Of 
course, absence of evidence cannot be automati-
cally treated as evidence of absence, but we need 
more than merely ‘informed imagination’ to tackle 
what we suppose, but cannot be sure, are gaps in 
the archaeological record’ (Cherry 2010, 131). He 
also goes on to say, ‘Allowing that archaeological 
evidence may provide a very incomplete picture 
does not adequately justify invoking imaginary ex-
changes in materials and on a scale for which no 
evidence exists’ (Cherry 2010, 138).
In the same book, Cline goes on to rebuff 
Cherry saying that the minimalist approach he 
proposed was not constructive. Cline goes further, 
commenting on another paper written by Man-
ning and Hulin (2005), who also generally take 
the minimalist approach, saying, ‘I must address 
a nihilistic statement recently made by Manning 
and Hulin. In what I see as a deliberately mini-
malistic and ultimately harmful interpretation 
of the available data’ (Cline 2010, 164). He refers 
to their statement that the data in Cline’s ‘Sailing 
the Wine-Dark Sea’ is ‘An inadequate, if not mis-
leading, basis from which to analyze trade’ (Man-
ning/Hulin 2005, 283). The validity of both of these 
claims will be examined in detail as well as in 
greater context in chapter 4. However, what these 
three articles from the same book demonstrate 
is the great divide between these two interpre-
tive camps, and it should be stated outright and 
clearly that I fall in line with Cherry and the min-
imalists. This is in part due to my other theoreti-
cal leaning as an empiricist, and also, much like 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
before stepping too far into the realm of informed 
imagination.
Wiener cautioned that, ‘It would appear that 
the risk of underestimation of the amount of so-
cietal impact on long-distance trade in the Bronze 
Age is at least as great as the risk of overestima-
tion’ (Wiener 1991, 326). This caution is not lost to 
me and it is the reason for the guiding question 
I have already described. Moreover, as Cherry 
 stated, ‘It is more productive to try to understand 
the broad temporal and spatial patterns’ (Cherry 
2010, 138). This is the approach taken in this work 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
????????????????????????????????????????????????
patterns, and as per the second theoretical ques-
tion, whether this evidence supports the standing 
theories for cultural change and collapse at the 
end of the LBA.
1.5. Organisation of the Work
After this general introduction, the work is divid-
????????????? ???????????????????????????????????-
prised solely of chapter 2, focuses on the theory 
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of collapse, and the theories for collapse through-
out the Eastern Mediterranean. Chapters 3 and 4 
comprise the second section, with chapter 3 fo-
cusing on the theory of trade and exchange and 
the theoretical concept of the resources, while 
chapter 4 examines the evidence of the LBA trade 
from the textual sources and the concept of con-
tact versus connectedness. The third section is 
made up, again, of solely chapter 5 which exam-
ines the destruction of sites in the Southern Le-
vant at the end of the LBA and if this affected the 
ability to exchange. Chapters 6–8 present the data 
from the Tübingen Database. Chapter 6 exam-
ines the non-local pottery, chapter 7 the Egyptian 
objects, and chapter 8 the precious metals along 
with cedar wood and Hittite objects. Chapter 9 is 
a summary and conclusion based on the previous 
chapters.
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2. The ‘Collapse’ at the End of the Late Bronze Age?
2.1. Introduction
‘Sea Peoples’, pirates, raiders, system collapse, re-
volts, debt, climate, drought, famine, earthquakes, 
and destruction are all reasons given for the col-
lapse of the LBA in the Eastern Mediterranean. 
These theories and explanations take into account 
???????????????????????? ????????????????????????
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
images on the walls of Medinet Habu in Egypt, 
???????????????????????????????????????????????
past climates or economic theories which have 
been applied to the past. All of these various re-
constructions generally take into account the same 
evidence, and yet, there are a variety of results de-
pending upon the interpretation of that evidence. 
While the Southern Levant is only a small part of 
the Eastern Mediterranean, the theories which 
surround its ‘collapse’ often take into account 
the historical and archaeological developments 
in Greece, Anatolia, Northern Syria, Cyprus, and 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????
brief examination of some of the theories concern-
ing the end of the LBA in Greece, Hittite Anatolia, 
Ugarit,2 Cyprus, and the Southern Levant along 
with Egypt’s involvement in the region. This brief 
examination cannot of course cover all theories, as 
to do justice to each region would require a disser-
tation or book of its own. After setting the stage for 
these individual regions, I will present the theories 
which have been proposed to explain the ‘collapse’ 
of the Eastern Mediterranean civilisations.
In the following pages, it should always be re-
membered that the theories and evidence present-
????????????????????????????????????????????????-
ers, the political situation of the country they were 
written in, and the popular political and social 
problems of the time in which the theories were 
2 This work could not include a discussion of the entire 
Northern Levant. For a recent examination, see Pfälzner 
2012.
written. As Silberman accurately stated, ‘Interpre-
tations of the LBA collapse continue to be deeply 
– if often unconsciously – affected by modern so-
cial and economic trends’ (Silberman 1998, 268). 
In addition, he goes on to say, ‘[Archaeologists 
are] deeply affected by the hopes, fears, and pow-
er relationships of their own societies’ (Silberman 
1998, 268). These are important words to remem-
ber, as this will become all too clear concerning 
the LBA collapse theories. However, before look-
ing at these, both, the regional and Eastern Medi-
terranean-wide theories, we must take a step back 
and examine another pertinent question relating 
to the collapse of the LBA, and that is: what is col-
lapse? As with most areas of study, the words used 
to describe the events in the LBA such as collapse, 
decline, transition, or crisis can have different 
meanings, to different people, at different times. It 
is here we shall begin in trying to understand just 
what a collapse is.
2.2. The Theory of Collapse
Collapse as a phenomenon is said to take place 
amongst the smallest of cultures to the largest of 
empires (Tainter 1988, 5). It can involve destruc-
tion, loss of trade, loss of urbanisation, the aban-
donment of sites, the abandonment of technolo-
gy or inventions such as writing, and many other 
symptoms. However, the term ‘collapse’ is prob-
lematic, and what follows here is only a brief ex-
amination of the wide research on collapse.3 At-
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
3 This discussion will only focus on collapse theory in 
general and the reasons given for the LBA collapse. For 
books and articles discussing the collapse of other socie-
ties see: Middleton 2017; Faulseit 2016; Faulseit (???) 2016; 
Tainter 2016; Middleton 2012; McAnany/Yoffee 2010; 
Middle ton 2008, 53–97; Schwartz/Nichols (???) 2006; Taint-
er 1988; Yoffee/Cowgill (???) 1988. See also references 
therein.
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the scholarly debate for the past several decades. 
In the past, collapse was often ignored, as  Yoffee 
pointed out, as much more effort was placed into 
trying to understand how societies rose and not 
what brought them to a close (Yoffee 1988, 1). 
Yet, in recent research, there has been a greater 
effort to try to understand why a society collaps-
es, whether it is the Roman Empire, the classi-
cal Maya, or the LBA civilisations, among many 
 other examples of ‘collapse’. However, as Tainter 
noted in 1988, there is no single meaning for the 
term collapse, as it means different things to dif-
ferent people at different times (Tainter 1988, 4). 
Yoffee also stated that, ‘It is clear that it cannot 
be assumed that everyone understands the same 
thing about collapse’ (Yoffee 1988, 14). More re-
cently, Middleton has shown that, even with 
more than twenty years of research into collapse 
theory, ‘The terminology of collapse is widely 
recognized as unclear and problematic; even 
the existence and utility of collapse as a concept 
is sometimes called into question. Collapse is a 
loose term that collocates with a range of equally 
problematic words and concepts such as decline, 
fall, crisis and anxiety, transition, and transfor-
mation’ ( Middleton 2012, 259 f.). Middleton goes 
on to say that words like ‘transition’ may mask 
the true horror of the events which took place 
????????????????????????????????????????????????
other such possible events which could have 
contributed to a collapse would be sure to have 
a negative effect on the people living at the time. 
Likewise, ‘anxiety’ and ‘crisis’ may fail to accu-
rately describe how the people at the time of the 
collapse interacted with the goings-on, as there 
might have been positive aspects for some mem-
bers of society even during the ‘crisis’ (Middleton 
2012, 264). Thus, even with decades of research, 
there is no common understanding of what is 
meant by collapse, or the words which are of-
ten times associated with it. It often comes down 
to the question of, ‘What does collapse mean to 
you?’ With that being said, there are any num-
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
and symptoms thereof, along with the different 
scenarios in which past societies are believed to 
have collapsed.
2.3. Defining Collapse
Tainter defined collapse as, ‘A society has col-
lapsed when it displays a rapid, significant loss 
of an established level of sociopolitical complexi-
ty’ (Tainter 1988, 4 f.). The size of society does not 
matter to Tainter, as long as there is a rapid loss of 
sociopolitical complexity which takes place in only 
a few decades. A collapse is thus, in archaeological 
terms, a quick event with drastic changes (Tainter 
?????????????????????????? ???????????????????????-
lapse as, ‘The fragmentation of states into smaller 
political entities, the partial abandonment or com-
plete desertion of urban centers, along with the 
loss or depletion of their centralizing functions, 
the breakdown of regional economic systems, and 
the failure of civilizational ideologies’ (Schwartz 
????????????????????????????????????????????????????
word collapse. Instead, he stated, ‘The term col-
lapse is not used in order to project a new analyti-
???????????? ????????????????????????????????????????
simply serves as a short hand for a set of research 
objectives designed to conjoin individual cases so 
that they may be investigated beyond their famil-
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
??????????????????????????????????????????????????-
ing, ‘Collapse is probably best understood as the 
fragmentation or disarticulation of a particular 
political apparatus’ (Faulseit 2016, 5). Middleton, 
who summarised a much wider body of collapse 
?????????????????????????????? ???? ???????????????
collapse is used to mean the fairly rapid ending of 
states (including empires and much smaller enti-
ties), which itself can involve fragmentation into 
smaller units, change in urban settings, redistribu-
tion of population in the landscape, and changes 
in ideology made visible in architecture and the 
arts’ (Middleton 2017, 23).
Outside of these definitions, Kaufmann de-
scribes collapse as:
‘Associated with the reduction in the capacity of 
the people in the afflicted polity to feed, house, 
cloth, and defend themselves collectively and in-
dividually. Sometimes religious practices and insti-
tutions also declined. The quality of life … dimin-
ished. Populations fell sharply … [and] one thing is 
???????????????? 31
clear: whenever that cluster of changes ordinarily 
referred to as the collapse of civilization occurred, 
disintegration of overarching governmental or-
ganizations was a prominent feature of the pro-
cess’ (Kaufmann 1988, 219 f.).
Tainter gave his own list of nine collapse 
symptoms:
  – A lower degree of stratification and social 
differentiation.
  – Less economic and occupational specialisa-
tion, of individuals, groups, and territories.
  – Less centralised control.
  – Less behavioural control and regimentation.
  – Less investment in the epiphenomena of com-
plexity i.e. monumental architecture, the arts, 
and literary achievements.
  – ????????????????????????????????????????????
  – Less sharing, trading, and redistribution of 
resources.
  – Less overall coordination and organisation of 
individuals and groups.
  – Smaller political units which control smaller 
territories (Tainter 1988, 4).4
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
and for the symptoms of collapse given by Kauf-
mann and Tainter is that collapse is generally 
viewed as a ‘bad thing’ which mainly affects the 
uppermost levels of society. Most of the symptoms 
of collapse given by Tainter deal with the urban 
nature of a society and focus on a top-down view 
looking towards the elites and not the peasants. 
Schwartz mentions it is often believed that both 
collapse and regeneration are caused by the elite or 
those who want to become elites in a broken socie-
ty. Thus, it is traditionally viewed that both the rise 
and fall of civilisation is due to those with power 
ignoring the people below. However, this negates 
the importance of the non-elite members of society 
who would have also played a large part in either 
a collapse or the regeneration of society (Schwartz 
2006, 9). This top-down view of society and collapse 
4 Nur would add to this list the abandonment of sites, 
collapsed buildings and other physical markers of col-
lapse outside of societal and urban shrinkage (Nur/Burgess 
2008, 273).
is a common theme in collapse research. The ques-
tion of whether collapse is a ‘bad thing’ or a ‘good 
thing’ often times depends on the perspective the 
researcher chooses to take (Middleton 2012, 285), 
that is, either that of the elite or the villager being 
ruled over. In Kaufmann’s view, ‘Every farmer, 
every artisan, every merchant and trader, every 
town and city elder, and even every priest was to 
??????????????????????????????????????????????-
litical and administrative structures above him’ 
(Kaufmann 1988, 221). While this may have been 
true, this also ignores that farmers, artisans, mer-
chants, traders, town, city elders, priests, slaves, 
or any other group which may have also suffered 
under the overarching political and administrative 
structures. Taxation, corvée, and  other such bur-
dens placed on the people by the elites and rulers 
of society may have meant that, once those ruling 
forces were out of the way because of a collapse in 
the palaces, this might have led to a more egalitari-
an society (Middleton 2012, 265).
This top-down view is most clearly seen in the 
?????????????????????????????????????????? ???-
riod with comparatively few written texts, sites, 
or pottery; qualitatively it also characterizes a 
time perceived as less stable, more violent, less 
civilized (or urban) and less ‘good’, with material 
culture that is judged inferior to that of other peri-
ods’ (Middleton 2012, 265). As Middleton notes, the 
term is negative and unfashionable, but still the 
term and the idea behind it exist in scholarly writ-
ings (Middleton 2012, 265). However, this is a very 
etic perspective and does not consider the emic 
view. Writing is a good example of this, as one of 
the symptoms of a ‘Dark Age’ is the ‘loss’ of writing. 
Yet, the term ‘lost’ should not be applied to periods 
when writing is no longer used in areas it was once 
a part of. Rather, ‘abandoned’ is a better term, as 
people who knew how to read and write chose not 
to teach this skill to their progeny as writing itself, 
now considered to be one of the most important in-
ventions of humankind,5 was no longer considered 
5 Particularly for the academic historian whose entire 
career is based on researching past written documentation 
and the writing of new documents such as journal articles 
or books.
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important. This concept can be again placed on 
the arts and architecture, as ‘worse quality’ archi-
tecture or buildings that are ‘not as grand’ as times 
??????? ??????????????????????????????????????????
art and architecture rather than a ‘decline’.6
Tainter also wrote on this, as he believes that, 
normally, scholars see complexity as a positive as-
pect and that societies would have wanted to have 
more complexity. However, he states that what 
may be more likely is that scholars prefer com-
plexity. With the loss of complexity in the past, it 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
is less material to add to our databases, and the 
artefacts and ruins found may not be as appealing 
to the public as grand temples or palaces. Thus, 
because of this, there will be less money for re-
search and less money for our museums (Tainter 
1988, 197). A true catastrophe! The same can be 
said of those who work with the written sources, 
as a ‘Dark Age’ without writing is of no use to them 
and thus, of course, worse than the times when 
written sources were abundant (Tainter 1988, 
197 f.). These personal views leach into the work 
and make collapse and the ‘Dark Ages’ to follow to 
seem bleaker and more severe than they may have 
been, because the research prospects are bleaker 
than when researching prosperous societies.
??????????????????????????????????????????????
examining the invasive and often times unnoticed 
view of progressivism: that is, complexity is the 
goal of a society to reach what is more commonly 
known as ‘civilisation’ (Tainter 2016, 30 f.). Thus, 
in this generally subconscious view seeking com-
plexity, the loss or ‘collapse’ of this complex soci-
ety would be a catastrophe, and, as Tainter states, 
‘Considering collapse to be a catastrophe, it was 
natural that we would then look for factors that 
might cause a catastrophe. Hence we have fo-
cused on such explanations as barbarian invaders, 
peasant revolts, climate change, or environmen-
tal damage’ (Tainter 2016, 37). This is indeed the 
case for the end of the LBA throughout the Eastern 
6 Though as Middleton states, even the term ‘decline’ is 
often times more used to describe reduction in population 
or the number of sites and military and economic power 
(Middleton 2012, 263). However, again the question can be 
asked of how this ‘decline’ was viewed by the people and 
how they engaged in this process. Again, an often ignored 
side of collapse research.
Mediterranean and in the Southern Levant. The 
emergence of more villages and less urban sites 
during the Iron I Southern Levant is part of the 
collapse of the LBA. Yet, this is only due to a pro-
gressivist narrative, as for the people themselves, 
village life may have been a better alternative 
than the system they were living under previous-
ly. Thus, when framing the questions around ‘col-
lapse’, Tainter goes on to say, ‘Rather than asking, 
‘What went wrong?’ it would be more produc-
tive and less biased to situate collapse within the 
broader anthropological question, ‘What caus-
es societies to vary and change in complexity?’ 
(Tainter 2016, 37).
Another question which should be added onto 
this also attempts to take the etic view of the situ-
ation in asking, ‘After this ‘collapse’, who won and 
who lost?’ In anything in life, there will be win-
ners or losers, and how a situation plays out will 
???????????????????????????????????????????????
and who has something taken away. In the case 
of most ‘collapsed’ civilisations, the ‘losers’ are 
perhaps easiest to see. These are the rulers, kings, 
?????????????????? ???????????????????????????????
place before the ‘collapse’. However, a ‘collapse’ 
may bring the death of the king or ruler, the dis-
placement of elites, the loss of workers and funds 
to support an opulent life style and so on. Thus, in 
this case, for the archaeologist, the ‘loser’ is often 
very visible, but the winner may not be and the 
???????????????????????????????????????????????
be archaeologically or historically impressive. If 
the loss of an overarching dictatorship brought 
about the end of forced labour and the ability to 
live life normally in a village, this would have 
been a boon for the normal person; however, it 
may only show up in the archaeological record as 
a village without grand architecture or anything 
else newsworthy. Nevertheless, to ignore those 
???????????????????????????????????????????????
is to ignore a large body of the population, and 
these factors must be taken into consideration.
What is clear from all this is that collapse and 
the words surrounding it are not clear and are not 
??????????????????????????????????????????????-
standing of the scholar, his or her political and 
social viewpoint, the current political, environ-
mental, and economic problems, along with who 
is funding the work (Tainter 2016, 29). There are 
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?????????????????? ?????????????????????????????
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
and attempting to define the word. In Yoffee’s 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
????????????????????????????????????????????????7 
Secondly, there is Tainter, who believes that ‘col-
lapse’ and other words associated with it must be 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
middle ground is Middleton who describes ‘col-
lapse’ as:
‘A term ascribed to a range of processes and events 
that at their core have rapid or dramatic political 
and social change. That change has correlates in 
material culture, whether at the level of the polit-
ical fragmentation of large empires or the demise 
of individual polities within a culture zone. It can 
result in and be a part of the transformation of a 
culture or signify the end of materially distinct 
communities. The onus is on writers to indicate 
clearly what they mean by collapse and not to 
confuse or abandon the concept’ (Middleton 2012, 
267 f. ).8
Each view has its merit. For Yoffee, he is cor-
????????????????????????????????????????????????????-
lapse into one neat and nice definition will not 
????????????????????????????????????????????? ?????
something will be left out. While I generally agree 
more with Tainter and Middleton that the term 
??????????? ?????????????????????????????????????-
lem that the question will always be, ‘What does 
collapse mean to you?’ However, this is only the 
????? ??????????????????????????? ???????????????
7 ‘The term collapse is not used in order to project a new 
????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
simply serves as a short hand for a set of research objec-
tives designed to conjoin individual cases so that they may 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????????????-
ments’ (Yoffee 1988, 18).
8? ????? ?????????????????????????????????????? ????????????
necessarily further our understanding of what collapse is. 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
??????????????????????????????????????? ?? ???????????? ????
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????-
fore. Additionally, it combines both collapse and transition 
into a single term even though the two terms describe dif-
ferent situations and circumstances. Thus, it is still worth-
?????????????????????????????????????????????? ????????????
agreed upon by at least most of the scholarly community 
to enable a scholarly discourse on the subject. However, as 
with most other terms, this may be an impossibility.
?? ???????????????????????????????????????????????-
minology is left aside for the general thought that 
everyone will know what you are saying. Yet, this 
leaves us in the current situation that ‘collapse’ is 
broadly understood and broadly misunderstood. 
Perhaps, the term ‘collapse’ is too large a topic to 
????????????????????????????????????? ?????????-
ter to partition the term into smaller units.
The term ‘collapse’ is often applied to wide 
regions, but within these regions, not every area 
may have ‘collapsed’. We can ask if Carchemish 
truly collapsed during the LBA/Iron Age transition. 
In this case, is the rapid social transition at Carche-
mish, where it became the seat of a Great King, tru-
ly indicative of collapse, or is it a political change? 
Thus, perhaps it is best to add more descriptive 
words to the term collapse, such as regional- 
collapse, sub-regional-collapse, urban-collapse 
???? ????? ?????????????????????????????????????-
cally affected in a collapse after examining a large 
body of collapse research. He suggests that col-
lapse comes in the forms of: 1. Individual commu-
nities; 2. Political units (empires, states, dynasties, 
chiefdoms, etc.); 3. Cultural units (civilisations, 
ideologies, lifestyles); 4. Systems including world 
systems; and 5. Populations and peoples (Middle-
ton 2017, 25–29). Thus, to better understand what 
we mean by collapse, the term itself must be more 
descriptive. Additionally, it may be best to use mul-
tiple terms to describe ‘collapse’-like occurrences. 
Collapse may best describe what happened in the 
urban centres, but transition or decline may bet-
ter describe the processes in the hinterlands. The 
problem may lie in that we often times choose 
to use one word to describe a complex situation 
when it could be better described by multiple 
words, as collapse, decline, and transition are not 
mutually exclusive. Thus, ‘collapse’ as a term is not 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
??????????????????? ????????????????????????????????
???????????????????????????????????????????????????-
low after Tainter’s mentioned before. Moreover, 
when looking at the Southern Levant, the question 
must be asked if the term ‘collapse’ should be ap-
plied to the end of the LBA. However, the ‘collapse’ 
of the Southern Levant is in many ways subjective 
and focused on a progressive view. To decide if it 
‘collapsed’ or not before looking at the archaeo-
logical and historical evidence would only guess 
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at what is to come, and if one says the Southern 
??????? ????????????????????? ?????????????????????
evidence to support this. However, while asking 
the question, what do we know and how do we 
know it throughout this work, it will become clear 
that many of the catastrophic suggestions for the 
end of the LBA are not borne out by the material 
???????????????????????????????????????? ???? ????
until the evidence is put forward to see what type 
of ‘collapse’ might have occurred in the Southern 
Levant at the end of the LBA.
While there is confusion in what the term col-
lapse even means, this has not stopped research-
ers from proposing many different models for 
how a society would or could collapse. Each the-
ory is fraught with its own theoretical problems 
and political underpinnings. One of the most re-
cent debates in collapse research is the extent to 
which humans are an active cause of collapse. Dia-
mond, in his book ‘Collapse: How Societies Choose 
to Fail or Survive’, argues that in most cases the 
collapse of a society was caused by fateful or fa-
tal decisions made by the people which proved to 
be the downfall of their society (Diamond 2005, 
419–440). The rulers of the society either did not 
notice there was an impending problem, or if they 
did, they chose not to take action against it, or took 
the wrong actions. Even such things as natural dis-
asters would not have caused a society to collapse; 
??????????????????????????????????????????????-
ly existing problems in the social fabric. Thus, Di-
amond concludes that it was the core values and 
basic convictions of a society which often stood in 
the way of their ability to break from tradition or 
convention to be able to respond to new threats 
or changing times, which would then lead to the 
collapse of society (Diamond 2005, 432–434). This 
generally places Diamond in the ecocide school of 
collapse.
McAnany and Yoffee, responded to this in 
another recently edited volume, in which they 
stress that peoples and societies are not so rigid 
and are able to adapt to changes. No single ruler 
would have had the power to ‘Engineer their own 
environmental ruin’ (McAnany/Yoffee 2010, 9).9 
9 See for a full discussion McAnany/Yoffee (ed.) 2010.
This was also noted by Tainter, as he believes 
that dealing with changes is typically what helps 
to make a society run properly, effectively, and 
to maintain growth (Tainter 1988, 50). In other 
words, societies are not monoliths which simply 
pass through time never changing; rather, they 
move, shift, act, and react to changes as peoples, 
empires, natural catastrophes, and other factors 
come and go. This has led McAnany and Yoffee to 
suggest that, rather than focus our study on why 
societies collapse, we should investigate what 
makes them resilient (McAnany/Yoffee 2010, 
5–10). Faulseit has also noted that resilience 
needs to be investigated; however, rather than 
separating the study of collapse from resilience, 
he states that both are part of the same phenom-
enon. Thus, they need to be studied together 
(Faulseit 2016, 4–6).
Another critical part of collapse studies is 
regeneration. In his volume on collapse and re-
????????????????????????????????????????????????
regeneration we mean the reappearance of soci-
etal complexity (states, cities, etc.) after periods of 
decentralization, not the reappearance of ????????
complex societies’ (Schwartz 2006, 7). He goes on 
to say that if collapse involves the disintegration 
of states and systems, regeneration should be ‘the 
reconstruction of the same kinds of institutions 
and phenomena’ (Schwartz 2006, 7). While this 
is certainly a form of regeneration, this in many 
ways succumbs to the problem Tainter pointed 
out of progressivism. Regeneration, when exam-
ined from another point of view, can also encom-
pass the development of new ways of life. Thus, 
the village life which was a crucial part of the 
Central Highlands in Cisjordan is certainly not a 
regeneration of a state level society; however, 
it should be viewed as regeneration, as a region 
which was not greatly inhabited during the LBA 
was during the Iron I, likely due to some of the 
events and shifts which occurred at the end of the 
LBA. Thus, in the view of this work, regeneration 
need not be the rise or recovery of a state level so-
ciety. It is the development of new ways of living 
and exploiting what may have been a disaster in 
order to foster recovery, even if this regeneration 
is dissimilar or less ‘advanced’ than what came 
before.
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2.4. Types of Collapse
The theories for why societies collapse are numer-
ous; however, many of these theories can fall into 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
general theories on how a society might collapse. 
Many of these theories are represented in the re-
??????????????????????????????????????????????????-
view them here.
???????????????????????????????????????????????
Caused by Man or Climate Change’ (Tainter 1988, 
44). This is generally viewed as climate changes 
which cause droughts or societies outstripping the 
land, and is in general part of the ecocide school of 
thought (Middleton 2012, 271). One aspect of these 
theories which is important to this discussion is 
that it also takes into account the loss of trade net-
works, external resources, and imported goods, a 
subject which will be looked at in more depth in 
the following chapters. One of the assumptions of 
this theory is that the society which is about to col-
lapse looks on without doing anything while they 
become ever weaker (Tainter 1988, 44–50). How-
ever, as Tainter asks, ‘What structural, political, ide-
ological, or economic factors in a society prevented 
an appropriate response?’ (Tainter 1988, 50).
Second is ‘New Resources’, or that a new and 
bountiful resource was discovered, and because of 
this there was less need for critical control of re-
sources. However, this view is generally reserved 
for less complex societies and does not apply to 
the LBA collapse (Tainter 1988, 51 f.).
Third is ‘Catastrophe’ such as plagues, 
droughts, earthquakes, and volcanoes.  However, 
Tainter believes that, ‘As obvious and favored as 
catastrophe scenarios are, they are among the 
weakest explanations of collapse’ (Tainter 1988, 
53). He believes that complex societies have un-
dergone and survived catastrophes without trou-
ble before, and the idea is too simple and does not 
accommodate the complexities of human society 
(Tainter 1988, 53).10
The fourth theory is ‘Insufficient Response 
to Circumstances’. This idea is that there is a 
10 For discussion on this see the sections on climate 
change and earthquake storms.
fundamental limitation of sociopolitical and eco-
nomic systems which prevents a society from 
making an appropriate response to a new prob-
lem, leading to collapse. Thus, this is again a view 
which looks at societies and empires as monoliths 
which cannot or will not respond appropriately to 
changes in their environment, whether that is po-
litical, economic, or natural (Tainter 1988, 54–60). 
However, there is not enough known at this time 
to say that complex societies are inherently static, 
incapable of shifting directions, or that they can-
not respond to climate, catastrophe, or changes in 
production (Tainter 1988, 60).
??????????????????? ???????????????????????????
which states the competition between two socie-
ties will cause a collapse. While clashing of socie-
ties were and ever will be a part of history, there is 
no evidence to say both competitors will fall from 
this clash. Rather, one will rise to take over the 
other (Tainter 1988, 61 f.), much as happened with 
the Hittites and the kingdom of Mitanni.
The sixth theory is ‘Invaders’, which is the idea 
that one society or group of people, typically less 
advanced, attacks and destroys whole civilisations. 
It is used as a deus ex machina for a given civilisa-
tion and it is still very popular in the scholarly lit-
erature (Tainter 1988, 62–64).11 However, as will be 
seen, this theory is now not as well liked. Tainter 
says the theory is, ‘Standing alone, an acceptable 
explanation of nothing’ (Tainter 1988, 64). He goes 
on to rename such theories ‘Poltergeist models’ as, 
‘Collapse is caused by mysterious trouble makers, 
whose behavior is inexplicable, and whose very 
?????????????? ?????????????????????????????????
??????????????????????????????????????????????
???????????????????????????????????????????????
social classes causes uprisings which bring about 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????????
?????? ????????????????????????????????????????-
diction, and elite misbehaviour and mismanage-
ment; however, this theory would mean that the 
elites of a society completely ignored the needs 
of the lower classes which they relied on, a sen-
timent Tainter does not agree with (Tainter 1988, 
11 Such as the Sea Peoples, or the barbarians of Drew’s 
theory for collapse.
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64–73). He asks why over-taxation or oppression 
is the cause of some societies to collapse and not 
others, and he believes that, ‘Exploitation is a nor-
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
a normal cost of government’ (Tainter 1988, 72). 
He also believes the same can be said of peasant 
revolts which are usually caused by a disgruntled 
populace and some faction of the intellectual up-
per class or military who help to give shape to this 
dissatisfaction. However, revolutions and revolts 
of this nature normally do not seek to cause col-
lapse but to replace one regime with another that 
is more suitable to the populace’s needs and wants 
(Tainter 1988, 73). Thus, while oppression cannot 
be taken out as a factor in collapse, it does not 
??????????????? ????????????? ??????????????
Tainter’s eighth theory is ‘Social Dysfunction’ 
which refers to some unknown internal problem 
which causes collapse; however, this is without 
evidence to support what that vague cause was 
(Tainter 1988, 73).
The ninth theory is ‘Mystical Factors’ which is 
often associated with the biological analogy of so-
ciety, both in how it grows and dies (Tainter 1988, 
74–86). One of the main problems with this model 
is its reliance on biological growth analogies, on 
value judgments, and explanations which refer-
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ly measure why living things die, there is no way 
of doing this for a complex society, as no known 
controlling mechanisms can be found which cause 
the birth or death of a society (Tainter 1988, 84). As 
Cowgill states, these types of theories are, ‘prone to 
invoking the ‘operation’ of the Law of This or the 
Principle of That as pseudo-explanations’ (Cowgill 
1988, 251).
The tenth theory is, ‘Chance Concatenation 
(a series of interconnected things or events) of 
Events’ or, when small chance events all happen 
at the same time which, when brought togeth-
er, bring about the end of a society (Tainter 1988, 
86 f.). This view has become more popular in re-
cent years as multiple reasons are given for the 
collapse of a society rather than simply one cause. 
However, Tainter does not agree with this view, 
as he believes collapse theory should be able to 
be generalised to all instance of collapse (Tainter 
1988, 86). I would disagree with this view. There 
are many different reasons and factors why a 
society might rise, and these may not have been 
the same for the people in South America as they 
were for the people in Mesopotamia. Likewise, 
there would be different reasons why societ-
ies would collapse which would not be the same 
in one place and time as in another. While some 
parts of human societies may be generalised, not 
everything can be put under one theory.
The last theory in Tainter’s list is ‘Economic Ex-
planations’. Internal economic weaknesses within 
a society could bring about the downfall of a soci-
ety (Tainter 1988, 88). In Tainter’s view, this would 
follow the principle of diminishing returns where 
as a society grows more complex, there will be 
more government, and more effort and energy will 
be needed to run this system. However, at some 
time, a limit will be passed where, when energy is 
put into the system, lesser and lesser returns will 
be given. In addition, with increased complexity 
there is an increase in what is needed to run the 
system, thus further taxing the larger part of soci-
ety even more. This would eventually lead to col-
lapse, which Tainter states might be an ‘Economic 
Alternative’ to complexity (Tainter 1988, 91–120, 
195–198). Again, what may be a catastrophe to the 
administrators may not be to the bulk of the popu-
lation (Tainter 1988, 198; see also Tainter 1995).
With this discussion in mind, I turn to the 
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focus on the regional theories followed by the the-
ories which ‘explain’ the end of the LBA for the en-
tire Eastern Mediterranean.
2.5. Regional Theories of Collapse
2.5.1. The Fall of Mycenaean Greece
There are a number of reasons cited for the col-
lapse of the Mycenaean world; however, only 
some of these theories will be presented here.12 
???? ????????????????????????????????????????????
declined, and collapsed, all during the course of 
12 For a complete examination of these theories see: 
Middle ton 2008; 2010; 2017, 88–102. Some other theories 
such as earthquake storms, climate change, and the Sea 
Peoples which have also been used to explain away the ‘col-
lapse’ will be examined together with the other regions they 
are said to have affected.
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the LBA (see ????????). This collapse of the Mycenae-
an palace system at the end of Late Helladic (LH) 
IIIB and into LH IIIC has been attributed to a va-
riety of causes. Such theories for the cause of the 
collapse range from invaders from the North, such 
as the mythical Dorians, destroying all that was in 
their way, to a collapse of the economy by overex-
ploitation of the land combined with an overpopu-
lation problem (Dickinson 2010, 484 f.).
During LH III, a regional power shift occurred 
in the Aegean. In the time previous, the Minoan so-
ciety ruled over Crete, but by some point in the 14th 
cent. BC, it appears that mainland Mycenaean peo-
ple had taken control over the island economically 
or possibly even politically, as some Linear B texts 
suggest (Hallager 2010, 156). This shift appears 
to have taken place after the second destruction 
of Knossos, and it is possible that with Mycenae 
taking control over the island, the administrative 
features moved to the palaces on the Mycenae-
an mainland. The expansion to Crete was not the 
only territorial takeover which the Mycenaeans 
took part in. Their expanding influence during 
LH  IIIA–B took them north to Mount Olympus, 
west to Epirus, and east to the Dodecanese (Shel-
ton 2010, 143). However, the physical marks of 
the Mycenaeans travelled far further than these 
boundaries, as Mycenaean juglets, mainly small 
containers for oils or other liquids, travelled far 
and wide. While it is uncertain whether there was 
direct trade, trade down the line, or other forms of 
exchange, what is clear is that Mycenaean pottery 
reached as far as Egypt into Nubia, to Cyprus, the 
Levant, and has even been found as far away as 
Spain (Dickinson 1994, 252). The palaces at Myce-
nae, Tiryns, Thebes, and Pylos and the Linear B 
tablets at Pylos and Knossos illustrate the power 
held by the Mycenaeans during the 14th and 13th 
cent. BC (Middleton 2017, 88).13 The ‘collapse’ of 
13 However, as Middleton notes, there is not one ‘Myce-
naean culture as not all of the material culture or architec-
tural practices were the same in every region of mainland 
Greece (Middleton 2017, 89).
Fig. 2.1. Map of major sites in the Aegean during the LBA.
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the Mycenaean world is marked by a series of de-
struction events in the decades around 1200 BC, 
bringing an end to LH IIIB. Along with these de-
struction events, there are fewer archeologically 
visible settlements, and subsequently, Linear B 
ceased to be used. The construction of monumen-
tal architecture also stopped along with fresco 
painting and ivory working (Middleton 2017, 90).
One of the older models for the collapse of the 
Mycenaean Palace society is the overspecialisa-
tion of the palace economy. Renfrew describes this 
model, that when an early state society like the 
Mycenaean Palace society grows too quickly, the 
governing system will become top-heavy. He goes 
on to say that within this development, the early 
state would have focused on specialised activities 
such as cash crops like olive oil or wine. Howev-
er, this specialisation would have gone too far, and 
the society would have overspecialised, creating a 
system that was highly dependent on this produce 
(Renfrew 1987, 133 f.). Renfrew believes that dur-
ing the growth of the Mycenaean Palace society, 
they in fact did overspecialise, and that it could 
not withstand any small changes in circumstance, 
whether it was a series of bad harvests, or if the 
fertility of the land began to fail. Once this system 
began to fail, the central authority would have 
lost its control even though it formally had power 
and prestige, and with this loss, it no longer would 
have had the power to support the craft specialists 
or farmers who specialised in crops like wine or 
olive oil. This would have led both the crafts peo-
ple and farmers to look for another way to feed 
themselves, which would have caused them to 
switch to subsistence farming. Thus, began the 
‘Dark Age’ in Greece (Renfrew 1987, 133–135).
Sanders agrees with this model, as she be-
lieves that Greece had an overspecialised econo-
my, with too great a dependence on a central ad-
?????????????? ???????????????????????????????????
transportation and communication, and overpop-
ulation which had exhausted the land, diminish-
ing the growing potential. She goes on to say that 
the Mycenaean palace society eventually fell be-
cause this overspecialisation was coupled with a 
weakening economy that could not sustain itself. 
The political system fell apart, in part because of 
natural disasters that broke up trade, and internal 
pressures which were reinforced and made worse 
by hostile invaders from the North. Some of the 
destruction was caused by these northern invad-
ers, the rest resulting from internal wars between 
states. Finally, after several generations, Greece 
eventually collapsed and fell into the ‘Dark Age’ 
(Sandars 1987, 180–197). However, Dickinson has 
recently noted that the basis for both of these the-
ories is unfounded. When examining the textual 
evidence, there does not appear to be any over-
specialisation, at least not for all parts of society. 
While the palace might have specialised in certain 
cash crops or activities, there is no evidence to say 
that everyone was forced into this system. Other 
wealthy landowners could have controlled and 
planted what they wished to, and regular farm-
ers could also plant what they wished; there is 
nothing in the texts to suggest that the palace had 
a heavy-handed control over every person living 
??????????????????????????????????????????????-
son 2010, 487 f.).
Betancourt’s model for the collapse of the Ae-
gean postulates that the economy of the palatial 
society was fragile and in a precarious balance. 
The growth of the population meant the palace 
had ever to tighten their control on the land and 
production; however, eventually, there were too 
many people and not enough food. A late snow, 
or hail, or other poor climactic conditions lasting 
for two years or more might have caused a chain 
of events to unfold. These events caused people 
to leave the Aegean in search of better land else-
where, and along the way, they disrupted trade 
and rose up against the palace, leaving a swathe 
of destruction in their wake. This then led to a sys-
tem collapse where the palaces were no longer 
able to rebuild after their administrative system 
had crumbled (Betancourt 2000, 300). Shelton pre-
sents a similar course of events. During LH IIIB, 
there were ever increasing social problems put-
ting stress on the palace: the palace then started to 
tighten their control over the economy, and when 
isolated destruction events occurred, this only put 
more stress on the society, eventually causing it 
to break (Shelton 2010, 145). However, Dickinson 
casts doubt on this story. According to Dickinson, 
there is no clear evidence of overpopulation or 
overexploitation of the land. Additionally, the pal-
ace had the ability to store food in times of bad cli-
mate, as they knew there could have been a poor 
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growing season (Dickinson 2010, 488). While skel-
etal analysis shows a common undernourishment, 
this can be expected in a hostile environment 
based on farming (Dickinson 1994, 85). Moreover, 
if there was a peasant uprising that destroyed the 
palatial centres, then where are the victors, and 
why, if having taken control, did they abandon 
their land and migrate somewhere else? (Dickin-
son 2010, 488).
Invasion theories have also been popular in 
the past, whether it was the ‘Sea Peoples’, Dorians, 
or some unnamed group, these armies or maraud-
ing bands of raiders have been blamed for the col-
lapse. However, there is no evidence of invading 
people, or new settlers, and the question Dickinson 
asks is why the invaders destroyed the cities when 
it would be more reasonable to leave them intact, 
as in previous invasions (Dickinson 2010). Also, 
the whole process of destruction cannot be linked 
to one period of time, and it most likely took twen-
ty to thirty years for all of these destruction events 
to take place (Dickinson 2010, 487). Thus, if it were 
an invading army, why did it take them thirty 
years to destroy all of the palaces? Another prime 
mover associated with the collapse of the Myce-
naean world are earthquakes: however, while 
some excavators at Mycenae, Midea, and Tiryns 
claim they were destroyed by earthquakes, this 
does not explain the collapse (French 1998, 2–4; 
Maran 2009, 242). While earthquakes might have 
caused some of the destruction, it does not explain 
why the collapse occurred as at other times, such 
as on Crete, where the society was able to build 
itself anew after an earthquake event (Dickinson 
2010, 488; Middleton 2017, 93 f.). It also fails to ex-
plain how the other cities were destroyed, and the 
decrease in the population.
Maran paints a different picture of the events 
surrounding the collapse in the Argolid. He points 
out that the palaces were still building and grow-
ing right on the eve of the collapse, and in his 
view, they did not see the collapse coming. How-
ever, past warfare and costly building projects 
had put their toll on the society. More and more 
people were being put to work for the military or 
for building projects and being taken away from 
agricultural production, leaving the villages which 
supported the place without many people to work. 
This created a growing strain on the villages, 
placing the fate of the society in the balance. What 
pushed it into destruction was not the burning of 
the palaces, but of the villages, which would have 
broken the support network of the palaces, lead-
ing to no support going to or from the palace and 
causing the swift implosion of the political order. 
This then led to armed conflicts, which spread 
throughout the rest of the Aegean world and even-
tually affected the entire Near East (Maran 2009, 
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as I have already pointed out that the palace and 
villages were at least to some degree able to sup-
port themselves. Another problem is exactly what 
happened in the villages and the rural lands. Most 
of the archaeological work has focused on the 
 palaces and not on the hinterland, leaving our 
knowledge of what really happened there up to 
debate and guesses (Shelton 2010, 144; Dickinson 
1994, 78).
The most nuanced view of the ‘collapse’ comes 
from Dickinson, who believes it is easier to de-
scribe the collapse than to say how it happened. 
He states, ‘It is a waste of effort to try and isolate 
a single cause or prime mover for the Collapse… 
[as] it seems very likely that the course of events 
was too complicated to be reconstructed without 
the help of written documents’ (Dickinson 2010, 
489). Dickinson points out that the construction 
????????????????????????????????????????????????????
that these walls would have taken time and a large 
labour force to build. Thus, the immediate nature 
of the threat does not appear to be true, and the 
collapse must have come by surprise. On the oth-
er hand, as Maran points out, the walls could also 
have been symbolic messages of the inapproach-
ability and unlimited power of the palace (Maran 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
response to increasing pressures between city 
states who were struggling over the control of 
resources (Dickinson 2010, 485; 1994, 86). While 
there might have been economic struggles, to what 
extent these reached is unknown, as the Pylos doc-
uments from LH IIIB do not give the impression of 
the palace scraping away at the people for tribute 
and taxation (Dickinson 1994, 86). Dickinson tenta-
tively tells the story of the collapse that, while fac-
ing increasing strain with other city states during 
LH IIIB, states were brought to a breaking point 
by war, earthquakes, crop failure or some other 
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factor which brought the society down. However, 
he does not say this is what happened – rather, it is 
only a possible scenario built from what we know 
at the moment (Dickinson 2010, 489).
Dickinson is likely correct that there was no 
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to reconstruct the picture of what happened. Re-
turning to the question of what do we know and 
how do we know it, the answer for the Aegean 
demonstrates why Dickinson does not see a recon-
struction of the events possible from the available 
data. One of the crucial factors is the lack of work 
and knowledge about the villages and hinterlands 
which might have been a major part of the col-
lapse. Also, with only Pylos producing enough doc-
uments to know about the city during the end of 
the LBA, how the economy worked at the time or 
which pressures were being put on the people is 
left to assumptions based on one set of texts. It is 
not even known exactly if there was a single Myce-
naean kingdom ruled over by a king at Mycenae, 
or if it was a set of independent city states, or a De-
lian League, with ‘Members contributing money, 
men, and ships to a common cause such as over-
seas trade or warfare’ (Beckman/Bryce/Cline 2011, 
5 f.). Thus, there are a number of crucial pieces 
of information which are still lacking, a problem 
shared with every region at the end of the LBA. 
Moreover, while the terms ‘collapse’ and ‘Dark 
Age’ have been used to describe LH IIIC and the 
following ages until the Archaic Period, this view, 
too, has changed in recent years, leaving the Dark 
Ages not as dark as once imagined.
LH IIIC has been characterised by the loss of 
the Linear B writing system, a decrease in the 
population, the end of the palaces, the loss of 
high quality art and crafts, an absence of large 
scale building projects, and the lack of imported 
luxury goods. There was the loss of the Myce-
naean koine as local styles developed, any rul-
ers that did exist in this time were not very dis-
tinct from the rest of the population, and there 
was a chronic instability which lasted through-
out the Post Palatial Period (Beckman/Bryce/
Cline 2011, 486; Shelton 2010, 146). While much 
of this is visible in the archaeological record, 
there is also some evidence of growth such as at 
Tiryns and Lefkandi. It would seem logical that 
???????????? ??????????????? ?????????????????? ???
archaeologically invisible hamlets, some parts of 
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regenerate, though not in the same way as before 
(Lemos 2006, 87; Dickinson 2010, 486 f.). How-
ever, this collapse might not have been bad for 
everyone, as farmers could have turned to sub-
sistence farming rather than focusing on produc-
ing wine or other commodities (Dickinson 1994, 
88; van de Mieroop 2010, 247–249). Also, with 
the lack of a palace, the people would not have 
been taxed, or not to the same extent, and they 
would not have been conscripted into corvee or 
into military services. Thus, while the ‘collapse’ 
may have been a loss for the palace, it might 
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their perspective, not a ‘collapse’ at all.
Small states that, while most say the culture 
of the Aegean fell backwards, the people simply 
used what they had, differently. They would have 
retained many of the elements of the past culture, 
but there would have also been change, such as in 
the local styles of pottery rather than in the Myce-
naean koine (Small 1998, 283). In his view, the past 
models of chiefdoms and rulers did not die with 
the LBA, rather, they continued on a much small-
er scale. Palaces would have been able to support 
themselves and their works, and controlled their 
own land, but nothing more (Small 1998, 286–289). 
However, much of what we know about this pe-
riod comes from tombs, and dating is difficult, 
as pottery styles became more localised and thus 
more difficult to correlate across regions (Jung 
2010, 174 f.). Nevertheless, as Middleton sums up, 
‘Whatever caused the palace states to disappear, 
the collapse did not mean the end of Mycenaean 
civilisation, nor the disappearance of people from 
Greece – Mycenaean style pottery, for example, 
continued to be made for more than a century, 
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there were still people, buildings, settlements, and 
Mycenaean pottery in the period after the collapse 
of the palace states’ (Middleton 2017, 98–100).
2.5.2. The End of the Hittite Empire
The story of the Hittite collapse is in some ways 
more clear than that of the Aegean. For the Hit-
tites, there is an abundance of names of rulers, 
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both for the Hittites kings but also their vassal 
states. Texts tell of the history and the great acts 
of kings, the treaties they signed, the wars they 
fought, the troubles they faced, and much more. 
However, this wealth of information is also the 
great weakness in trying to understand the Hit-
tite collapse. As Seeher pointed out recently, what 
we know about the collapse of the Hittite empire 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
and the story of the collapse is based almost en-
tirely on these texts. He goes on to say that little 
is known about this time from archaeological ex-
cavations, and thus, there is very little physical 
evidence that speaks of the collapse of the Hittites 
(Seeher 2011, 378 f.). Kealhofer and Grave also 
reveal that our understanding of the following 
Iron I in the Central Anatolian Plateau, the former 
base of the Hittite empire, is relatively unknown, 
as there is a scarcity of excavated sites from this 
time. This, in conjunction with the lack of histor-
ical documentation, means there is a gap in our 
understanding, leaving many questions, which 
cannot be answered at this time (Kealhofer/Grave 
2011, 415). Thus, with this in mind, I will focus on 
the last rulers of the Hittite Empire and some of 
the problems, which might have led up to the ‘col-
lapse’ of the Hittite Empire.
The story of the last years of the Hittite em-
pire is based on little information, and many as-
sumptions taken from scant historical texts. After 
the coup brought about by Hattusili III over Urhi- 
Teshub (Bryce 1998, 251–288; Beal 2011, 592 f.), 
Tudhaliya IV inherited a country on the eve of a 
disaster. However, upon taking the throne, Tud-
haliya tried to secure his position within Hattusa 
by granting favours to other members of the roy-
al family. He granted them power and reinstated 
them to formally held positions all in the hope 
that this would keep his hold on the throne secure 
(Bryce 1998, 334). What happens next is unclear. 
According to a treaty inscribed in bronze, Tudhal-
iya IV made a pact with his cousin Kurunta, the 
king of the Hittite subkingdom of Tarhuntassa in 
Southern Anatolia. Exactly what went on between 
these two is uncertain, but several bullae were 
found that have the name of Kurunta with the 
royal designators as he called himself Great King 
(Hawkins 1994, 91). This title was only ever to be 
used by one ruler at any given time, and there 
could not have been two Great Kings. Exactly what 
transpired is still up for debate. Hawkins believes 
that at least for a short period of time, Kurunta 
seized the throne in a coup until at some point, 
Tudhaliya IV was able to reclaim the throne, as his 
children ruled after him (Hawkins 1994, 91). Col-
lins believes that there were perhaps two Great 
Kings in Anatolia at the time, with Tudhaliya IV 
in the North sharing the title with Kurunta in the 
South (Collins 2008, 70 f.). Singer does not believe 
there was a military coup at all; rather, Kurun-
ta and Tudhaliya simply shared the title (Singer 
2000, 26). However, Beal places this event after the 
death of Tudhaliya IV at the beginning of Suppilu-
liuma’s II reign, changing the entire understand-
ing of how these events would have played out 
(Beal 2011, 594). Nonetheless, as Bryce points out, 
until more information about the events is found, 
we can only be certain that there was political un-
rest during the last decades of the Hittite empire 
(Bryce 1998, 354).
Besides a possible coup and threats from the 
royal family, Tudhaliya IV also faced danger from 
the expanding power of the Assyrians. Tukulti- 
Ninurta I attacked the Hurrian lands to the north 
west of Assyria, which were under the protec-
tion of the Hittite hegemony. However, Tukulti- 
Ninurta I continued taking the Subari Lands in-
cluding all the majors passes into Anatolia. In an 
attempt to try and stop Tukulti-Ninurta, Tudhaliya 
fought against him at Nihriya; however, he lost 
and was forced to retreat (Collins 2008, 67 f.). Tud-
haliya also faced dangers in the west as uprisings 
were an ever-occurring problem, and it appears as 
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in taking back the city of Millanwanda; however, 
the exact outcome of this is unclear (Bryce 2003a, 
70 f.). He claims to have had victory in the Lukka 
lands in south-western Anatolia, but if he did or 
not is unknown, and all that is known is that this 
area was another problem his son Suppiluliuma II 
would inherit (Collins 2008, 69).
Other events in Tudhaliya’s reign are similar-
ly unclear, and those outside of the Hittite records 
appear to simply be false. One such story is that 
Tudhaliya claims to have taken control over Ala-
siya (Cyprus) and forced them to sign a subordi-
nation treaty. It is proposed that, perhaps feeling 
sandwiched in between Ahhiyawa and Assyria, 
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Tudhaliya took ships from Ugarit and Amurru and 
launched an attack on the island to gain control 
over its resources and trade networks, leaving the 
island with pro-Hittite regime (Collins 2008, 69; 
Bryce 1998, 356–358; Beal 2011, 294). How ever, 
this historical reconstruction is lacking. There is 
no archaeological evidence from Cyprus to say 
there was ever a Hittite regime on the island (Ca-
dogan 1998, 12; Iacovou 2013, 588). Moreover, to 
believe this story, one has to also accept that the 
Hittites, a land-based people, took naval forces 
from Ugarit, who were loath to give military sup-
port, and sailed to Cyprus, took it over, and left 
leaving no evidence behind. Perhaps Tudhaliya 
fought groups from Cyprus; however, his account 
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archaeological or historical evidence to say Cyprus 
was ever a vassal of the Hittite empire.
One notable aspect of Tudhaliya’s reign is his 
expansion of the city of Hattusa. It is unknown 
when or by whom, but it appears as if part of Hat-
tusa was burned either during a coup, or at some 
other time for other reasons. Because of this, Tud-
haliya set about to rebuild the city and expanded 
it to its greatest size in all its history, making it one 
of the great cities of the ancient Near East. Tudhal-
iya rebuilt the Yazilikaya rock sanctuary, and built 
the great ‘King’s Gate’, so named for its statutory. 
However, even with all this, the Hittite empire was 
about to collapse. Problems again appeared in the 
short-lived reign of the next king Arnuwanda III 
(ca. 1210 BC). While his father seems to have been 
at least in some ways a resilient king, Arnuwan-
da III had such a short reign that he left no heir 
and also no archival or monumental records (Col-
lins 2008, 72). It is not known how Arnuwanda 
died; it is possible he died of natural causes, but 
this is far from certain (Beal 2011, 594). With the 
death of Arnuwanda III, his brother Suppiluliu-
ma II was left to assume control (Bryce 1998, 361).
Suppiluliuma II inherited a land fraught with 
problems both within and without. Exactly what 
happened, though, during the reign of Suppiluliu-
ma II is up to debate, as there are very few tablets 
from his reign. What has been found is again sub-
ject to doubt, such as Suppiluliuma’s defeat against 
Alasiya. It is said he fought three battles against 
Alasiya, the first two being on sea and the last 
on land; however, the validity of this is far from 
certain. Collins and Singer both place the last land 
battle on Hittite soil, but they also give the victory 
to Suppiluliuma; however, Singer believes it was 
the ‘Sea Peoples’ who attacked and not the people 
of Alasiya (Collins 2008, 73; Singer 2000, 27). Bryce 
is not certain who it was who attacked, but he does 
place the victory with the Hittites according to the 
documentation (Bryce 1998, 366). However, Yakar 
doubts the validity of the Hittite victory, as they 
had already lost much of their power over the 
northeastern Mediterranean basin (Yakar 2006, 
37). Who attacked and how the battle took place is 
unknown.
Likewise, Suppiluliuma’s campaign and victo-
ry in the Lukka lands have also been called into 
question, whether he actually did retake the area 
and completely defeated the enemy or if it re-
mained an uncontrollable danger to the empire 
(Yakar 2006, 37). Suppiluliuma is also said to have 
fought and retaken Tarhuntassa, which was possi-
bly lost to the empire during the reign of Tudhal-
iya IV. He retook the important port of Ura, keep-
ing the link to Syria and Egypt open (Bryce 1998, 
364; Collins 2008, 73; Hawkins 1994, 92). Another 
notable part of Suppiluliuma’s II reign is that Uga-
rit refused to help both Hattusa and Carchemish, 
withholding the supply of both food and military 
support and demonstrating the weakening control 
the Hittites had over their vassal states.
The exact date for the end of the empire is 
not known, but likely some time close to 1200 BC, 
Hattusa was abandoned and partially burned, the 
Hittite cuneiform writing was lost, and the empire 
never rose again (Gates 2011, 405). Beal believes 
??????????????????? ????????????????????????????????
‘Sea Peoples’. His version of the story sees Sup-
piluliuma II trying to defend the long coast from 
an invading force that was moving along the sea 
????????????????????????????????????????????????
the coast, the Kaska in the north attacked inland. 
As he was losing the battle at the coast because of 
the mass invasion, Suppiluliuma was unable to 
???????????????????????????????????????????????-
land, leaving the country overrun by barbarians 
from the north and from the sea (Beal 2011, 595). 
Yakar takes a similar approach, that ‘Sea Peoples’, 
and perhaps other unnamed outside sources, were 
putting military pressures on the coast, which 
was coupled with the unstable and weak political 
Regional Theories of Collapse 43
structure and led to a domino effect, bringing 
about the end of the empire (Yakar 2006, 47 f.). 
Yakar also argues that there was a terrible fam-
ine at the time, as Egypt had been sending grain 
since the reign of Hattusili III, and Suppiluliuma 
asked Ugarit to supply grain (Yakar 2006, 38), stat-
ing, ‘My Majesty myself am perishing’ (RS 18.147; 
Beal 2011, 594). This then only added to the prob-
lems the country faced and put extra stress on the 
people.
Collins also points to famine as one of the driv-
ing forces behind the ‘collapse’. He believes the 
western part of the empire faced droughts, which 
created social tensions. These tensions were mag-
??????????????????????????????????????????????????????
not leave their regions, bound to stay according to 
the vassal treaties (Collins 2008, 76). Heavy taxa-
tion as was in effect in all the land. In Emar, peo-
ple had to sell their children to pay their taxes to 
Hattusa, as the required tribute varied between 
700 to 2000 shekels of gold (Collins 2008, 76; Sing-
er 2000, 24). With these factors, pressure built in 
the west until the political system could no longer 
restrain it, and the dam broke as people moved by 
??????????????????????????????????????????????
could not be stopped, as the local authorities no 
longer had the power to hold back the tide of peo-
ple. These groups ravaged the land, and the Kaska 
took this opportunity and burned Hattusa (Collins 
2008, 76–78). While these accounts of the ‘collapse’ 
of the Hittite empire share certain similarities, 
there are also those who doubt these stories.
Beal notes that while there are letters about 
the need for grain, he doubts that this is what 
brought the empire down, as the Hittites had gone 
through famines before and there is no given rea-
son why this one was different enough to bring 
about the end of the empire (Beal 2011, 594 f.). 
Likewise, Bryce doubts the drought theory, saying 
there is no real evidence for a drought or famine. 
This is not to say that droughts were not a problem 
for the Hittites, but that they were not as bad or 
prolonged as generally described in the scholarly 
literature (Bryce 1998, 375). If there was a fam-
ine in the land, Bryce sees it more as a man-made 
problem rather than an act of nature. During the 
reconstruction and expansion of Hattusa under 
Tudhaliya IV, human resources would have been 
taken away from the military and agricultural 
production. As long as grain could be brought from 
Syria, the Southern Levant, or Egypt, there would 
have been no problem with food even if there was 
a drought. However, if the trade routes were dis-
rupted either by pirates or by hostile coastal cities, 
this would mean the grain would have been cut 
off, leaving the country in a dire situation. Bryce 
sees this as a possible situation helped along by 
marauders from the West helping to speed up the 
process of collapse (Bryce 2002, 255; 1998, 373–
375), but he also points out that there was not one 
single or most important factor either internal or 
external which brought about the end of the em-
pire. He believes that there must have been some 
kind of cause or events that affected Greece, Ana-
tolia, and the Near East, but what it was, how it 
happened, or what was the cause of it was is un-
known (Bryce 1998, 378).
Outside of these theories, though, there are 
other problems, such as who destroyed Hattusa 
and how the city fell. Yakar and Seeher both note 
that the destruction and last days of Hattusa are 
far more complicated than once thought. Yakar 
explains that during the last days of Hattusa, per-
haps during the time of Suppiluliuma II, a large 
number of temples in the Upper City were turned 
into habitation areas. These former temples were 
transformed into areas with metal workshops, 
storage facilities, and they have characteristic do-
mestic qualities. Houses were built on unoccupied 
ground and also in temple compounds. Yakar sees 
this as evidence for the political deterioration of 
the Hittite empire and that vast numbers of people 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????
(Yakar 1993, 12). However, it should be stated, that 
from the archaeological and historical evidence, 
there is no clear culprit(s) for who destroyed Hat-
tusa. Seeher has also argued that the destruction 
of the buildings at Hattusa did not take place all at 
the same time, that the buildings had already been 
abandoned before they were put to the torch and 
that the city was largely dilapidated. He believes 
that all the furniture, tools, equipment, and any-
thing else that could be removed was loaded onto 
carts and taken out of the city by Suppiluliuma II 
before the city was destroyed, as all of these things 
are missing from the archaeological record (See-
her 2001, 623–634). Collins states that the citadel, 
many of the temples, and areas of fortification 
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including the Sphinx Gate were all burnt, but 
Genz points out that the ceremonial areas, public 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
the city that were burned (Collins 2008, 80; Genz 
2013, 470–472). He also goes on to say there is no 
evidence the city was destroyed by the ‘Sea Peo-
ples’, and it was most likely the result of an inter-
nal struggle (Genz 2013, 477). What this evidence 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????????
of crisis architecture (Driessen 1995, 65–76; Zuck-
erman 2007, 3 f.), and secondly that we must con-
sider other possibilities than that the city was de-
stroyed by invaders be they the Kaska or others. 
The specific destruction of the monumental or 
religious structures at Hattusa suggest that this 
was a kind of termination ritual (Zuckerman 2007, 
5–7). However, while it may be that the Kaska or 
others destroyed these symbols of Hittite power, 
it cannot be taken out of the realm of possibility 
that the Hittites themselves could have burned 
these structures to keep them out of the hands of 
invaders.
With all this being said, there is again no clear 
answer why the Hittite Empire fell. It is again like-
ly a combination of factors, as Middleton has sug-
gested (Middleton 2017, 113). However, there are 
still several questions, which remain unanswered, 
such as, what was the fate of Suppiluliuma II? He 
seemingly disappears, and as Bryce suggests, if he 
abandoned Hattusa, he must have had a destina-
tion in mind, perhaps in the southeast of Anato-
lia or northern Syria (Bryce 2012, 1, 12). Yet, it is 
not known whether Suppiluliuma II became part 
of the Neo-Hittites, whether he lived in exile, or 
whether he was killed in a battle. Thus, this cru-
cial piece of information about the end of the 
royal household remains a mystery, much as the 
exact factors in the ‘collapse’ of the Hittites. Never-
theless, as Yakar points out, the end of the empire 
was not sudden and was part of a longer process 
(Yakar 2006, 49).
Beal notes that with the loss of the written Hit-
tite language in the Anatolian Plateau, possibly 
around 1180 BC, there is no documentary proof 
to say what happened in this region (Beal 2011, 
596). In addition, little is known archaeologically 
about what happened on the Anatolian Plateau 
(Kealhofer/Grave 2011, 415). Thus, the stories sur-
rounding the once great Hittite heartland and how 
??????????? ????????????????????????????????????
in the so called Dark Age to follow, is unclear and 
awaits further investigation. Some of what we 
know comes from the lack of material such as the 
apparent ‘loss’ of writing on the Anatolian Plateau, 
and there is also an apparent (Beal 2011, 596; Sams 
2011, 604) halt in the mass produced professional 
Hittite pottery. Administration seems to disappear 
from the Plateau but exactly what happened sur-
rounding this is uncertain. In some of the villages 
and towns there appears to be some evidence of a 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????
event, or even a single period (Seeher 2011, 379).
What must not be overemphasised, though, 
is the loss of life, as only a small amount of the 
Hittite world was actually destroyed (Bryce 1998, 
382), and a massive permanent depopulation of 
entire regions in Anatolia does not seem to be a 
likely scenario. As Yakar points out, the smaller 
independent villages who were fairly self-suffi-
cient, relying on mixed farming for their economy, 
would have been less affected by the loss of the ad-
ministrative centres (Yakar 1993, 3). Again, much 
as in the Aegean, this could very well be a case 
where ‘collapse’ was only seen as a bad turn of 
events in the long run for those in power and not 
for those of the lower levels of society. If it is true 
that people were being taken away from farming 
to work on palaces, then the ‘collapse’ would have 
allowed them to be free from taxation and con-
scripted labour. Thus, how the people in the vil-
lages viewed these turn of events might have been 
more positive. With that said, the Hittites did not 
come to a complete ‘collapse’, as Carchemish was 
able to take advantage of the situation.
Kuzi-Teshub, the son of the last known viceroy 
of Carchemish Talmi-Teshub, grasped the oppor-
tunity to take the title of Great King for himself. 
While in Egyptian records, Carchemish is listed as 
having been, ‘cut off’ which has been commonly 
assumed to mean destroyed by the ‘Sea Peoples’, 
there is no evidence that the city was destroyed, as 
its architecture and royal house remained intact 
(Collins 2008, 80; Beal 2011, 596; Hawkins 1994, 
92). While his kingdom was vastly reduced, the 
rise of Carchemish is evidence that what might dis-
advantage one can be an opportunity for  another. 
In this case, the ‘collapse’ of the Hittite Empire and 
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the fall of Hattusa granted Kuzi-Teshub the oppor-
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????
kingdoms (see Bryce 2012). There also appears 
to have been another king or some sort of ruler 
in Tarhuntassa with perhaps strong Luwian ties 
(Hawkins 1994, 93; Bryce 1998, 383). Thus, from 
this, it does not appear as if the empire complete-
ly disappeared nor was the situation as disastrous 
as normally described. Elements of the empire 
remained and changed with the times, both in its 
Eastern and Western parts. This more nuanced 
view sees a lack of evidence, which makes it dif-
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
of the empire, and it also points out that the col-
?????? ???????????????????????????????????????????
some sections of society.
2.5.3. Ugarit January 21st 1192 BC
The history of Ugarit at the end of the LBA is close-
ly tied to the Hittites. While being a vassal state of 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????
of its own (Yon 1992a, 112). It held an important 
position within interregional exchange both north 
to south and east to west, exchanging with Egypt, 
Mesopotamia, and bringing goods from Mycenae 
and Crete (Yon 1992a, 112 f.).14 While Ugarit’s econ-
omy seems to have been strong, the same cannot 
be said of its military (Vita 1999, 493; Yon 2006, 
21). It also appears Ugarit had no real naval forces, 
and while it has been estimated that the city had a 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
been used in warfare other than in moving men 
from one place to another is uncertain (Raban 
1988, 262; Vita 1999, 497; Astour 1965, 256). How-
ever, the army continued to grow weaker, and 
while it was able to manage the area of its king-
dom, it does not appear that it would have been 
prepared for any major war, which some have 
suggested helped to lead to its demise (see ????????).
The 25 or 30 years of Ammurapi III’s reign, 
the last king of Ugarit, are masked in mystery 
14 However, as Bell notes, there is doubt if Ugarit ever 
dealt directly with Mycenae or if they simply had contact 
with Cyprus who had contact with Mycenae (Bell 2009, 
34). In addition to this, Ugarit has not been found in any 
 Linear B tablets (Yasur-Landau 2010b, 836).
????????????????????????????????????????????????
were for the Hittites. While Ammurapi remained 
under a vassal treaty to the Hittite king, during 
his reign it does not appear from the texts that he 
????????? ?????????????????????????????????????????
Merneptah king of Egypt and Ugarit explains how 
Merneptah was unable to send the sculptures the 
king of Ugarit had requested; however, with the 
letter he also sent luxury goods to the king of Uga-
????? ???????????????? ???????????? ??? ???????????????
was taking independent political action with an-
other foreign power (Singer 1999, 711; see also 
Morris 2015b).
Another aspect of Ugarit’s fraying ties with the 
Hittites was their refusal to supply grain to the Hit-
tites. While grain shortages in Hatti go back to the 
reign of Hattusili III, the problem in both Anatolia 
and Ugarit appears to be worse at the close of the 
13th cent. Merneptah boasts that after having sent 
grain to Anatolia, he ‘caused grain to be taken in 
ships, to keep alive the land of Hatti’ (KRI IV 5,3; 
Singer 1999, 715). There was also a possible fam-
ine in Ugarit as well. In an Akkadian letter found 
at Aphek from ca. 1230 BC, the governor of Ugarit 
Takuhlinu wrote to Haya the Egyptian governor of 
Canaan asking for 250 parisu (ca. 15t) of grain to 
be paid in silver. This relatively small amount of 
grain paid for at great expense demonstrates the 
desperate situation they may have been in, as this 
grain was transported up the coast and then later 
to ports in Southern Anatolia (Singer 1999, 716). 
??????????????????????????????????????????????-
der him, demanded a vital grain shipment from 
Ammurapi, calling it a matter of ‘Death or life’, 
Ammurapi responded with an excuse by saying 
there was no food in his land (Singer 1999, 716 f.; 
Beal 2011, 594). Whether there was a famine in 
Ugarit, and if there was, to what extent it neared 
the scale of the situation in Anatolia, is unclear. 
There is a letter found in the House of Urtenu from 
???????????????????????????????????????????????
Ugarit to the king, stating, ‘The gates of the house 
are sealed. Since there is famine in your house, we 
shall starve to death. If you do not hasten to come 
we shall starve. A living soul of your country will 
you no longer see’ (RS 34.152; Singer 1999, 719). 
However, whether these statements are over ex-
aggerated or not is unknown, as is who sent this 
letter and exactly to whom it was sent.
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 Fig. 2.2. Map of major sites in Syria during the LBA.
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Ugarit too failed to send military assistance 
when it was asked for by the Hitties (Yon 1992a, 
114). When asked repeatedly to send military as-
sistance by either Hattusa or Carchemish, Ammu-
rapi of Ugarit refused to send any men or claimed 
that his chariotry were in poor shape and his hors-
es were famished. This was an ever-present prob-
lem between Ugarit and Carchemish; however, in 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
Carchemish accused Ugarit of not sending their 
best mariyannu troops. The king of Ugarit replied 
by saying, ‘Is the Sun involved? The Sun is not, and 
therefore it is all right for me to keep them back’ 
(Singer 1999, 723). This seems to indicate that dur-
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
orders from the Sun or King of Hatti and not from 
the lowly viceroy of Carchemish. In a display of 
its weakened state, the only thing Carchemish 
could threaten Ugarit with was a trail before the 
Great King of Hatti, and if this ever happened 
is unknown (Singer 1999, 724).15 Thus, when it is 
claimed that Ugarit sent ships to help in a military 
venture to retake Alasiya during the last years of 
the Hittite Empire, from these texts, it seems high-
ly unlikely Ugarit would have sent its ships since it 
was loath to help the Hittites.
?????????????????????????????????????????? ????
occurring in the city of Ras Shamra. There appears 
to be an increased focus on the king and his pal-
ace, which brought more people in from the coun-
tryside to help run his affairs. The city apparently 
grew in population, perhaps becoming overpopu-
lated, as houses built in the early part of the 13th 
cent. were renovated and divided into smaller 
units in order to accommodate a population in-
??????????? ??????????????????????????????????????
and from the textual information it appears as if 
the elites of the city were going about their nor-
?????????????????? ???????????? ??????????????-
wards the north in Mukis (Yon 1992a, 114 f.; Singer 
????????????????????????????????????????????????????
years Ugarit existed, there may have been attacks 
on the city. In a letter to the king of Alasiya, Am-
murapi says:
15 See RS 34.143, KTU 2.33; Singer 1999, 723–725.
‘My father, behold, the enemy’s ships came (here); 
my cities (?) were burned, and they did evil things 
in my country. Does not my father know that all 
my troops and chariots (?) are in the Hittite coun-
try, and all my ships are in the land of Lycia? Thus, 
the country is abandoned to itself. May my father 
know it: the seven ships of the enemy that came 
???????????????????????????????????????????????
Singer 1999, 720).
??????????????????????????????????????????????
men, and it is not known if they would have been 
able to do much harm to the city (Yakar 2006, 38; 
Singer 1999, 720). Exactly who this threat was, 
though, is unknown and a hotly debated topic, 
as they are often believed to be the ‘Sea Peoples’. 
Ugarit should have been able to see any enemy at-
tack coming from the sea, as two tall temple tow-
ers would have allowed them to see far out into 
the Mediterranean for any incoming attack. Thus, 
they should have been able to have been prepared 
at least somewhat in advance. However, in his let-
ter to the king of Alasiya, Ammurapi clams that his 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
in Hatti leaving his homeland undefended against 
this threat (Yon 1992a, 119). However, this story 
is most likely not true, as from the previous occa-
sions in which Ammurapi refused to send military 
support to the Hittites, it seems unlikely he would 
send it now in the face of danger, or if he did, that 
he would not keep the best forces to himself (Sing-
er 1999, 720 f.).
The textual story of the fall ends with these 
dire pleas, and they were once thought to have 
been written as the city was under attack, as they 
were found inside of an oven, which gave them 
the name of the Oven Tablets. Thus, in a desper-
ate bid for help, the king wrote letters and tried to 
stave off the attack, but he was unsuccessful and 
his cries for help were left to bake in the oven. 
However, this story is not true, as evidenced by 
the archaeology. The oven, which the tablets were 
found in, was built by squatters after the city was 
destroyed. The tablets themselves most likely fell 
????????????????????????????????????????????????
tablet fragments from the oven joined with other 
fragments found several meters away, thus show-
ing the tablets were not present in the oven on the 
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eve of destruction. However, this brings about its 
own problem, as the date for the tablets is now less 
clear and it is not certain when they were written 
or how long after they were written that the city 
fell (Singer 1999, 704 f.; Yon 1992a, 119). More over, 
if one believes that Ammurapi sent his men to 
help the Hittites, this would indicate that the texts 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
was likely already abandoned years before Ugar-
it was abandoned in ca. 1185 BC. Thus, it may be 
????????????????????????????????????????????????????
days of the city, but perhaps some time before (see 
Knapp/Manning 2016, 118–120).
The real evidence for the city’s demise comes 
from the archaeological excavations at Ras Sham-
ra. Throughout the city there are signs of destruc-
tion from burned plaster, fallen roofs, burned 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
walls found in the palace and residential areas 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????-
ing, as arrowheads were found in the city and not 
in orderly piles as if they were stocks of weapons. 
Arrowheads were found in houses and streets, 
25 were found in one area, the Centra de la Villa, 
and another 30 were found in the Ville Sud (Yon 
1992a, 117). However, it is not clear if there was 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
which seems to point to multiple events (Luciani 
2014, 510). There does seem to be evidence of 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
a stash of gold and bronze with the gods El, Baal, 
and a bull found neatly put away for safe keep-
ing. It is unclear if the people suddenly left leav-
ing their things as they were, or were caught un-
awares. However, what is clear is that some parts 
of the city were burned, and it appears it was also 
looted, as furnishings were found still in place, but 
nothing of value was left except that which was 
hidden away (Yon 1992a, 117 f.; Singer 1999, 730). 
The nearby port town Ras Ibn Hani was also de-
????????????????????????????????????????????????????
more neatly evacuated than Ras Shamra, perhaps 
going to the capital for safety or fleeing inland 
(Yon 1992a, 118).
Many of the theories for the ‘collapse’ of Uga-
rit are centred on the ‘Sea Peoples’ or violent in-
????????????????????????????????????????????????????
1992a, 120). Klengel suggests that an earthquake 
may have altered the tectonic structure of the re-
gion, particularly in the harbour, which would 
have deprived the city of its livelihood (Klengel 
1992, 151). However, there is little evidence to 
suggest a massive earthquake hit the city before 
its eventual abandonment (Singer 1999, 730). Die-
trich and Loretz too proposed a natural phenom-
enon for the demise of the city. According to their 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
January the 21st of 1192 BC a solar eclipse took 
place over Ugarit, which the people of Ugarit took 
as a bad omen of either a disaster or perhaps an 
attack, causing the people to flee the city (Diet-
rich/Loretz 2002, 68–72). Nevertheless, it is highly 
unlikely that a known celestial event would have 
been able to cause enough panic for the city to be 
abandoned wholesale, even with a background of 
political troubles. It is a highly unlikely answer for 
the end of Ugarit.
Halayqa does not believe that Ugarit fell be-
cause of a heavy battle, since only 55 arrowheads 
were found scattered throughout the entire city 
and no bodies were found in the city itself. He 
states that while it is probable that the ‘Sea Peo-
ples’ invaded the city, he cannot say if they did 
indeed destroy the city. In his view, Ugarit’s politi-
cal troubles with Hatti were a crucial accelerating 
factor to Ugarit’s demise, and it is possible that the 
Hittites may have let the ‘Sea Peoples’ or others at-
tack the city (Halayqa 2010, 325 f.). However, the 
‘Sea Peoples’ as an explanation falls short, which 
will be clearly examined later in this chapter, as 
the historical bases for the theory is faulty. Singer, 
on the other hand, noting that the city was likely 
destroyed by an invasion of some kind and affect-
ed by drought suggests an alternative. He states, 
‘Ugarit’s disappearance from the political scene 
may simply have been the sudden collapse of the 
traditional structures of international trade, which 
were the lifeblood of Ugarit’s booming economy in 
the Bronze Age’ (Singer 1999, 733). Unfortunate-
ly, the present work cannot answer this sugges-
tion. However, in the coming chapters, the gen-
eral theme of the trade network will be critically 
examined.
Recently Sommer, after a lengthy examina-
tion of all of these theories, has put forward an 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
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his examination, he places the fall of Ugarit on 
climate change in the region, which caused a 
subsequent famine. This environmental problem 
was only made worse by a leadership unable to 
handle such a problem, the lack of Hittite protec-
tion, and some military incursion into the land. 
Thus, in his view, it is doubtful that any group of 
‘Sea Peoples’ was responsible for the downfall of 
Ugarit, and if they did attack, they would have 
found a city already under derris and possibly 
already largely depopulated because of the fam-
ine. The reason, then, Ugarit was abandoned and 
not repopulated even though it was situated at 
a strategic point, was because the environment 
of the region had become too poor to support it 
(Sommer 2016, 203–218). The theory of climate 
change will be examined letter in this chapter, 
and while this forms the main point in Sommer’s 
investigation, there are still several questions to 
be asked of the validity of the climate change hy-
pothesis (see Knapp/Manning 2016). However, he 
is likely correct that there were, again, multiple 
causes and factors which brought about the end 
of Ugarit.
????????????????????????????????????????-
nal abandonment is unknown, but what is clear 
is that the kingdom never recovered. The govern-
ment disappeared and houses were abandoned 
(Yon 2006, 22). Ras Shamra never again saw the 
glory it once had as the capital of the Ugarit king-
dom, and was the home to the occasional squat-
ter and to a small settlement for a brief period 
of time in the Persian period (Caubet 2000, 36). 
After the destruction of the city, Iron Age people 
from nearby villages looted tombs from the city, 
suggesting that there were still local people who 
had knowledge of the city and that the popula-
tion was not completely wiped out (Caubet 2000, 
36). However, what happened to the people of 
??????? ????????????????? ???????????????????? ???
villages in the mountains, but these villages are 
unknown archaeologically (Yon 1992a, 119). 
Ras Ibn Hani enjoyed a brief resettlement after 
its destruction. There was a mixture between 
LH IIIC:1b and a continuation of the local ceram-
ic tradition (Singer 1999, 732). However, even 
this was short lived, and eventually the political 
and social network died.
2.5.4. Cyprus/Alasiya
One of the first questions to consider with the 
‘collapse’ of Cyprus at the end of the LBA is what 
is known of the island historically (see ????????). 
Cyprus was likely referred to as Alasiya; how-
ever, Alasiya and its location have been debated 
by scholars. Whether it was on the island of Cy-
prus, in Cilicia on the southern Anatolian coast, 
or even in northwestern Syria has been up for 
debate (Goren??????? 2003, 233). The name Alasiya 
is mentioned in texts from the 18th through the 
11th cent. BC, with the earliest documents coming 
from Mari, Babylon, and Alalakh dating to the 18th 
through the 17th cent. Between the 15th and 12th 
cent. it is largely known from Egyptian and Hittite 
sources. From the descriptions given in the texts, 
Alasiya seems to be an area rich in copper, as the 
exchanges between the ruler of Alasiya and Egypt 
mention large amounts of copper in the Amarna 
Letters, and it may have also held an important 
political role in the ‘Club of the Great Kings’. In 
the 14th cent. BC the king of Alasiya addressed 
the king of Egypt as ‘brother’; thus, claiming to 
be equal in status as the great kings like Egypt, 
the Hittites, Mitanni, Assyria, and Babylon (Steel 
2004a, 183–185). However, whether or not Alasiya 
really was considered by the other Great Kings as 
an equal is not known.
Recently, this question as to where Alasiya 
should be located has been analysed by Goren 
et al. Goren examined several of the clay tablets 
said to have come from Alasiya. He used neutron 
activation analysis (NAA) on the tablets in an at-
tempt to locate both the larger geographic origin 
and perhaps the exact region from which the let-
ters were made and sent. Through the NAA anal-
ysis, Goren determined that the clay does not 
match that of Cilicia or that of northwestern Syr-
ia, thus likely disproving that Alasiya was located 
in either of these two regions (Goren????????2003, 
240–243). Goren concluded that the clay used to 
make the Alasiya tables best matched those on 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
Alassa Paliotaverna near the Troodos Mountains 
(Goren????????2003, 245). Traditionally, Alasiya has 
been placed, without any certainty, at Enkomi on 
the Eastern coast of the island (Karageorghis 1992, 
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79; Bunimovitz 1998, 104). However, because the 
clay used for the tablets comes from the Troodos 
region and because there is a similarity in the an-
cient name of Alasiya and the modern name Alas-
sa, Goren places the seat of power in the moun-
tainous inland region Alassa Paliotaverna (Goren 
???????2003, 250 f.).16 This, however, opens another 
question which cannot be answered about LBA Cy-
prus, that being: what was the political organisa-
tion of the island?
It is generally believed that the political and 
economic growth of LBA Cyprus stemmed from its 
exploitation of its copper resources and the grow-
ing international trade networks which exploit-
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
the coast between Enkomi and Palaepaphos (Steel 
2004a, 150, 158; Karageorghis 1992, 79). However, 
how this political system was set up, administered, 
or even if there was a single state or multiple 
16 Though Goren does not state the exact site that would 
have been the capital of Alasiya.
states is all up for debate (Steel 2004a, 150). Steel 
discusses that, while the wealth of the island was 
in its copper production, the timber for shipbuild-
ing, and its increasing use of maritime trade, the 
island as a whole was dependent on its own agri-
cultural production. Nonetheless, bronze produc-
tion sites were placed on poor farming land, sug-
gesting a strong metal industry (Steel 2004a, 158). 
However, how the bronze production was over-
seen, or even if there was an agricultural tax as in 
the other kingdoms at the time, is not known from 
the archaeological record.
Keswani proposed a theory based on the ‘Peer 
Polity’ model, where she believed that during 
LC IIC there were a number of regional heterar-
chic powers polities. She divided the island into 
six independent regions, each controlled by a 
coastal city such as Enkomi or Hala Sultan Tekke. 
Cities further inland were secondary to the coast-
al cities, but they would have acted as collection 
locations for agricultural tribute (Keswani 1993, 
73–83). This would have left Alassa as secondary 
to Enkomi, in this view. However, because of his 
Fig 2.3. Map of major sites on Cyprus during the LBA.
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petrographic analysis, Goren contours this argu-
ment, demonstrating that the Alasiya tablets seem 
to have come from further inland and perhaps 
even from Alassa, meaning the capital was in a far 
different place than previously imagined (Goren 
?????? 2003, 250). He also believes that there is no 
good reason to say Enkomi was in control of the 
island and simply brought clay from Alassa to use 
for tablets, because the clay surrounding the En-
komi region is also of good quality for tablet pro-
duction (Goren????????2003, 248). He also believes 
that because of Alassa’s proximity to the copper 
production centres, it would make more sense 
that Alassa and Kalavasos ‘must have controlled 
the mining, production and transport of copper 
and served as centres of commercial administra-
tion’ (Goren????????2004, 74). However, even with 
this, there is still no substantial evidence for how 
the island was administrated, and without this 
knowledge, our understanding of how the ‘col-
lapse’ took place on Cyprus is greatly hindered. 
The changes that occur between LC IIC, LC IIIA 
and LC IIIB are in some ways contradictory to 
those from the rest of the Eastern Mediterranean 
at the close of the LBA. Traditionally, the transition 
from LC IIC to LC IIIA is described as a period of 
site abandonment and destruction correlated with 
the events at the end of the LBA (Steel 2004a, 185). 
Karageorghis created the following list which de-
scribes what many of the sites on Cyprus went 
through during the shift from LH IIC to LH IIIA.
At Kalavassos-Ayios Dhimitrios and Maroni- 
Vournes two urban centres were established in 
LC IIC: 1, probably for nearby copper mines and 
the export of copper. In both these centres, im-
pressive ‘administrative’ buildings were construct-
ed and were then later abandoned at the end of 
LC IIC.
Morphou-Toumba tou Skouroi, an urban cen-
???? ???????????????????????????? ????????????????
the end of the same period.
Pyla-Kokkinokremos a defensive post es-
tablished at the end of LC IIC:1, was abandoned 
abruptly at the end of LC IIC:2 (ca. 1190).
Alassa-Pano Mandilaris a settlement with ev-
idence for industrial copper activity, was built in 
LC IIC: 1 then abandoned in LC IIC:2.
Major changes took place at Kition, Enkomi, 
and Athienou at the very end of LC IIC. Enkomi 
Level IIB was destroyed and rebuilding followed 
on a large scale; at Kition, major rebuilding was 
carried out in both excavated Areas I and II, but 
there is no evidence for violent destruction; on the 
contrary, we observe a cultural continuity.
At the end of LC IIC, destructions occurred at 
Hala Sultan Tekke, Palaepaphos, Sinda, Myrtou- 
Pigadhes, and Apliki-Karamallos.
Maa-Paleokastro a defensive outpost estab-
lished at the end of the LC IIC period (ca. 1200 BC), 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
was quickly rebuilt by its early inhabitants and 
????????????????????????????????????????????????
ca. 1150 BC (Karageorghis 1992, 80).
However, as Karageorghis states, there was 
no single ‘collapse’, as all of these events did not 
happen at the same time; rather, they took place 
over a period of several decades (Karageorghis 
1992, 80).
In her recent review of the crisis years on Cy-
prus, Georigiou demonstrated that the crisis may 
not have been so severe. She points out that for 
a site like Sinda, while the excavators uncovered 
some evidence of destruction, only a small por-
tion of the site was excavated, and it is unclear if 
it was completely destroyed or not (A. Georgiou 
2015, 132). Iacovou too points out that the only 
site to have suffered a site-wide destruction was 
Enkomi (Iacovou 2013, 607; 2014, 664). Moreover, 
despite some sites being abandoned, several sites 
??????????????????????????????????????????????
transition from LH IIC to LH IIIA. While Enkomi 
appears to have suffered a destruction, yet the 
site was rebuilt and maintained a place of prom-
inence until it was abandoned at the end of the 
11th cent.  BC when its harbour silted. The popu-
lation likely moved to the neighbouring harbour 
town of Salamis. A similar story is true of Hala 
Sultan Tekke, which remained a major site during 
the 12th cent. BC until its harbour was also silted 
and the population likely moved to nearby Kition 
(A. Georgiou 2015, 132). Indeed, both Kition and 
Palaepaphos seemed to have thrived during the 
crisis years, as Georgiou states, ‘Kition and Palae-
??????????????????????????????????????????????-
ishing and prosperity’ (A. Georgiou 2015, 133). 
Thus, Cyprus is a good representative instance 
of where change may be bad for some, as cer-
tain sites were abandoned, but prove a boon and 
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hardly a crisis at all for others, depending on the 
perspective one takes.
There are two general reasons associated 
with the ‘collapse’ and changes on Cyprus at the 
????????????????????????????????????????????????
Eastern Mediterranean system entrenched in 
trade, causing the ‘collapse’ and changes on the 
island. However, the evidence for this theory will 
be examined in the following chapters question-
ing the validity of this hypothesis. The second is 
typically associated with migrations of people 
from the rest of the Eastern Mediterranean com-
ing to Cyprus, destroying it, and colonising it, 
bringing a Hellenisation to the island. How ever, 
how true this scenario is has been called into 
question. One of the first reasons for the idea 
that invading forces from the Aegean came to 
Cyprus comes from the reliefs of Medinet Habu, 
where Ramesses III speaks of his victory over the 
‘Sea Peoples’. Within this account, Alasiya is list-
ed as having been destroyed by the ‘Sea  Peoples’ 
(Voskos/Knapp 2008, 659). This idea leads to 
such theories as Bunimovitz’s, who states that 
the reason why some city-states on Cyprus were 
destroyed and others were not depended on if 
they let the newcomers from the Aegean settle, 
or not. Thus, those cities who shut their doors to 
the tide of people were destroyed, and those who 
opened them were left unharmed (Bunimovitz 
1998, 106). Strange believes that Cyprus became 
a colony of the Mycenaean Empire, taking over 
the formerly independent Cyprus (Strange 2008, 
284). The story of the ‘Sea Peoples’ based on the 
Medinet Habu inscription and its questionable 
historicity will be examined closely later in this 
chapter. However, there are certain changes in 
the material culture of Cyprus which would sug-
gest that there was some mixing of ideas from 
the Aegean with Cypriot, or the movement of 
some people to the island.
There are a number of elements which have 
been widely discussed as demonstrating an Aege-
???????????????????????????????????th cent. BC. 
These range from Myc IIIC pottery, also called 
White Painted Wheel Made III, replacing the tra-
ditional Late Cypriot Base Ring and White Slip 
vessels (Iacovou 2013, 589) to bronze fibulae of 
Mycenaean origin, or the Mycenaean Naue II 
type sword and bronzes greaves which have been 
found in tomb 18 at Enkomi (Karageorghis 2000, 
260; 1992 81). There is also the appearance of ‘Ae-
gean’ style architecture with the introduction of 
Aegean style hearths and bathtubs (Karageorghis 
2000, 266). All of this has been used in the past to 
????????????????????????????????????????????
No matter how one views these changes, 
whether in the traditional sense of Aegean coloni-
sation or migration to Cyprus,17 as a hybridisation 
of the material cultures (Voskos/Knapp 2008), or 
as a ‘Gradual process which occurred over time, 
within a cultural environment, which, under the 
light of the above, should be considered as con-
sisting of amalgamated constituents, rather than 
hybrid’ (Voskos/Knapp 2008, 261),18 the Late Cy-
priot culture did not disappear at the end of the 
LBA. Steel points out that the changes at the end 
of the Bronze Age are not so simple as to say that 
Mycenaean culture was imposed on the people of 
Cyprus; rather it seems to demonstrate the cosmo-
politan nature of the island as Aegean traits were 
merged with local Cypriot culture (Steel 2004a, 
187). She goes on to say that there are both chang-
es and continuations in the island’s culture. The 
same burial grounds were used as before, though 
there was a change in burial practices as the shaft 
grave became more popular than the chamber 
tomb, and the people abandoned the practice of 
secondary burial (Steel 2010, 814).
Ceramics also give more of a complicated pic-
ture than is often discussed, as many of the des-
ignations are modern constructs of the archae-
ologist, and many of the Aegean forms appeared 
during LC IIC before the destruction and aban-
donment of various sites and before the supposed 
great migration with the downfall of the Mycenae-
????????????????????????????????????????????????-
strates that there was a cultural continuity in both 
the practice of cranial deformation, which lasted 
into the 12th cent. BC but not into the Iron Age, and 
also the continued use of the Cypro-Minoan script 
???????????? ?????????????? ??????????? ???????????
that the continued use of several urban and rural 
cultic places in the LC IIIA period demonstrates 
17 See Voskos/Knapp 2008; Knapp 2013b, 451–465 for a 
discussion of this topic.
18 For an architectural perspective on the aegeanisation 
of Cyprus see, Fisher 2007.
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they maintained their sanctity (Negbi 2005, 28). 
As Knapp summaries, ‘There are signs of cultural 
continuity – during the 12th and into the 11th cen-
turies BC – in everything from pottery styles and 
techniques, architecture and town plans, tomb 
use and religious practices, to metalworking tech-
niques and industrial intensification’ (Knapp 
2013b, 451).
The end of the LBA on Cyprus can hardly be 
called a ‘collapse’: while some sites were aban-
doned and other sites may have suffered a de-
struction, there is a general continuity into the 
12th cent. BC. Moreover, beyond continuity, there 
????????????????????????????????????????????????
such as Kition and Palaepaphos. As Georgiou 
summaries:
‘Cyprus constitutes a particular case on a Mediter-
ranean-wide level, since the island did not suffer 
a collapse of socio-political structures, such as that 
which fell upon the Mycenaean palaces and the 
Hittite rule. The Mediterranean »crisis« caused 
upheavals to the island’s settlement pattern, but 
it was by no means devastating. It affected only 
regional systems, and this is why we see the pur-
poseful abandonment of some settlements. The 
Cypriot polities that made it through the 12th cen-
tury exercised the same political and economic 
functions as in the previous centuries’ (A. Geor-
giou 2015, 138).
Indeed, the Bronze Age does not officially 
come to a close on Cyprus until 1100 BC. Few sites 
have a continuation from LC IIIA to LC IIIB period, 
and where there is, it is mainly kept to the sacred 
areas such as the Ingot God Sanctuary at Enkomi 
or the ceremonial area at Kition (Steel 2004a, 211). 
However, this is also juxtaposed with the reuse 
of the Cypro-Minoan script mainly on votive and 
funerary paraphernalia, which indicates writing 
was not abandoned on Cyprus (Negbi 2005, 28). 
Moreover, it asks the question if Cyprus ever tru-
ly ‘collapsed’ or if it underwent a two century-long 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????-
????????????????????????????????????????????????????
the case, it places it at odds with other parts of the 
Eastern Mediterranean, and indeed it calls into 
question the general ‘collapse of the Eastern Medi-
terranean at the end of the LBA’.
2.5.5. ‘Collapse’, the End of Egyptian Domina-
tion, and the Southern Levant
The last region discussed here typically said to 
have truly felt the effects of the end of the LBA is 
the Southern Levant (see ????????). While the infor-
mation at our disposal for the LBA and the Iron 
Age I in the Southern Levant is not as sparse as 
on Cyprus, what happened in this region is no less 
problematic. The Southern Levant is one of the 
best studied regions in the Eastern Mediterranean 
and has had a host of excavations, survives, and 
other archaeological endeavours both great and 
small for well over a century. Textual evidence 
also abounds in the form of the el-Amarna Letters 
from the 14th cent. BC, detailing the interactions 
between Egypt and the Southern Levant and, to 
some extent, what was going on in the region at 
the time. However, even with all this, exactly what 
happened during the LBA and Iron I Period is un-
clear and subject to debate. Often times a great 
deal of emphasis is placed on the written text over 
what the actual archaeological record has to say 
about Canaan and Canaanite19 society and culture 
during this period (Bunimovitz 1995, 320).20 In ad-
????????????????????????????????????? ?????????????????
of Palestine during the fourteenth century based 
??? ?????? ?????? ??? ????? ??? ???????????? ??????????
1993, 242). Higginbotham goes further, describing 
how there is very little textual evidence from the 
Post-Amarna Period, and even with these texts we 
must ask how true they are or if they are mislead-
ing (Higginbotham 2000, 17).21 For Transjordan, 
there is only some scant textual evidence from this 
time from the Egyptians. In addition, there is also 
a lack of publications from this period, with only 
????????? ? ???, ??????? , parts of the ????????????? 
(Pella) excavation, and the Ammon Airport Struc-
ture being well published, and there are only pre-
liminary publications for other sites, if any exist 
19 The term ‘Canaanite’, ‘Israelite’, ‘Philistine’, and so forth 
are not clearly understood through archaeology. For a dis-
cussion on this, see Killebrew 2005 and Faust 2006.
20 Such is the case with the end of the LBA in the South-
ern Levant and the story of the Sea Peoples from Egyptian 
sources, a topic which will be discussed later on.
21 The problem becomes even more sever after Ramess-
es’s II battle at Kadesh as sources dwindle and their reliabil-
ity come ever more into question (Redford 2000, 3).
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at all (Strange 2008, 281). However, the situation 
is best summed up by van de Mieroop who said, 
????????????????????????????????????????????????????
can argue both for abrupt change and continuity, 
and so many peoples and other factors were in-
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
in the confusion’ (van de Mieroop 2010, 240). The 
Southern Levant during the LBA and Iron I Period 
???????????????????????? ?????????????????????-
?????????????????????????????????????????????????-
ences, reacting to or conforming with pressures, 
and much more. Thus, the newly coined term ‘Le-
vantinism’ (Killebrew/Steiner 2014, 3)22? ??????????
this period; however, because of this, what un-
folded during these 500 years of history becomes 
only more elusive. This is why, after decades of re-
??????????????????????????????????????????????????-
ences at the time, the correct chronology, the state 
of urbanism, and the movement and ethnogenesis 
of the ‘Philistines’ and ‘Israelites’.
The LBA in the Southern Levant warrants a 
slightly closer examination. During the LBA, the 
Southern Levant has often been described as a 
small land of little importance, typified as the 
land between two super powers, either Egypt 
and Mitanni or Egypt and Hatti, with a meagre 
population when compared to Egypt or Mesopo-
tamia (Liverani 2003a, 3–7). The area was tight-
ly intertwined with Egypt, and the beginning of 
the LBA is marked by the expulsion of the Hyksos 
from Egypt by Pharaoh Ahmose around 1550 BC 
(Panitz- Cohen 2014, 541 f.). However, Egypt’s in-
volvement in the affairs of the Southern Levant 
did not coalesce until the reign of Thutmose III 
??????????????????? ???????????????????????????
1993, 218). Thutmose III expanded the kingdom 
northward when he faced a coalition between 
the kings of Megiddo and Kadesh and many  other 
smaller princes who banded together against 
him. The victory, though, went to Thutmose III, 
and it is one of the best documented campaigns 
in Egyptian history, listing the account of the 
battle and the cities conquered (Weinstein 1981, 
22? ???????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
cultural fragmentation, creating multi-layered identities of 
its inhabitants’.
11).23 Megiddo was taken with Thutmose III, de-
scribing the event as, ‘the capturing of Megiddo 
is the capturing of a thousand towns’ (Weinstein 
1981, 11). With his empire taken as far north as 
Kadesh and having control over the Southern Le-
vant, the situation seemed good for Thutmose III; 
however, his expansion into Syria also meant 
Mitanni became an ever-growing threat against 
the new borders of the Egyptian Empire (Mazar 
1990, 232).24
As Canaan fell under Egyptian rule, the people 
now faced taxation, corvée, and military expedi-
tions. Silver, gold, glass, bronze, and other materi-
als were taken from the urban centres in Canaan 
along with agricultural products which were 
stored and given to the Egyptian garrisons in Ca-
naan (Redford 1992, 209–211). Bunimovitz states 
that, ‘the LBA social fabric in Palestine was con-
tinuously changing due to dialectical relations be-
tween Canaanite society and Egyptian government’ 
(Bunimovitz 1995, 320). Thutmose III established 
military garrisons in both the Southern Levant and 
also in Southern Syria, along with administrative 
centres (Weinstein 1981, 12). Military campaigns 
did not end with Thutmose III, as Amenhotep II (ca. 
1427–1401 BC) claimed to have taken 101,812 peo-
ple from Canaan as slaves and other booty, taking 
the people and goods back to Egypt after one of his 
??????????????????????????????????????25 However, 
with the beginning of LB IIA, the Egyptian military 
presence in Canaan grew less with the advent of 
the Amarna period, otherwise known as the Age of 
Internationalism. The Amarna Period roughly cor-
responds to the reigns of the Egyptian kings Amen-
hotep III, Amenhotep IV/Akhenaten, Smenkhkare, 
Tutankhamun, Ay, and Haremhab, covering about 
100 years from 1386–1293 BC or roughly LB IIA 
(Weinstein 1981, 15).
Much of what we know about LB IIA comes 
from the Amarna letters, but again caution should 
be taken when trying to create a narrative about 
this period from these letters. Amenhotep III (ca. 
1391–1353 BC) seems to have taken a more re-
laxed position with Syro-Palestine, as he did not 
23 For an account of the battle, see Redford 1992, 156–160.
24 For more details see Redford 1992, 160–166.
25? ?????????????????????????????????????????????????????
??????????????????????????????????????????????
Regional Theories of Collapse 55
Fig. 2.4. Map of major sites in the Southern Levant during the LBA.
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campaign at all in these regions during his reign 
(Leonard 1989, 17). He relied on his military gar-
risons staffed by Egyptians and Nubians to han-
dle the situation in Canaan (Weinstein 1981, 15). 
One such troublesome situation was with the ap-
pearance of the Apiru. The Apiru were perhaps 
robbers, raiders, immigrants, or foreigners who 
are often cited in the Amarna letters as being the 
cause of problems for the local rulers. Whether 
or not they were a distinct ethnic group, or even 
exactly what the name means, is unclear, as some 
have claimed them to be related to the Hebrews 
of the Old Testament, while others say it is not an 
ethnic term and instead refers to social classes of 
outcasts, refugees, fugitives, rebels, and slaves as 
???????? ???????????????????????????????????????
1993, 235). Nonetheless, the Apiru were the top-
ic of many letters as locals sought help from the 
pharaoh.
The end of LB IIA is marked by Egypt losing 
control of much of its territory in Syria to the ad-
vances of Suppiluliuma I, and with the death of 
Akhenaten and the following battle for the throne 
of Egypt, the country was thrown into political 
turmoil. It seems that Egypt may have lost some 
of its effective control over Canaan during this pe-
riod (Weinstein 1981, 16 f.). This changed, though, 
in the coming LB IIB, when Egyptian influence 
and presence in Canaan seems to have grown 
mainly under the rule of Ramesses II (ca. 1279–
1213 BC). However, to fully understand this situ-
????????????????????????????????????????????????
of debate, those being the urban condition of the 
Southern Levant during the LBA and the Egyptian 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
these subjects, then we can move to how the story 
of the collapse unfolds and what happened in the 
Iron I Period.
The state of urbanisation and urban decline in 
the LBA Southern Levant is a mixed picture. One 
aspect which appears clearly is that it is marked-
ly different than that of the Middle Bronze Age, 
as there was a lower degree of sociopolitical in-
tegration during the LBA creating a cluster of 
semi-autonomous states which was opposite the 
conditions in the MBA (Bunimovitz 1995, 323). In 
her study of the transition from the MBA to the 
LBA, Gonen found that only 17 of the 77 sites she 
examined were occupied uninterrupted from the 
MBA to the LBA (Gonen 1984, 69).26 She also not-
ed that there was a decrease in settlements in the 
16th and 15th centuries followed by a gradual in-
crease in the number of settlements. However, 
within this increase in settlement numbers there 
is a decrease in the size of these sites (Gonen 1984, 
63). Urban centres from the MBA which still ex-
isted or were rebuilt in the LBA also diminished 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
upper part of the tell and did not expand much 
beyond this (Baumgarten 1992, 143; Bunimovitz 
1995, 324). While some cities had walls or defen-
sive structures from the MBA, many of these were 
abandoned throughout the course of the LBA 
(Gonen 1984, 70; Falconer 1994, 326).27 The Cen-
tral Hill Country saw only a few settlements, and 
there seems to have been a shift to the coastal re-
gion, which perhaps was in response to the Via 
Maris running through it (Bunimovitz 1995, 327). 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
the LBA such as large palaces, patrician houses, 
and temples. Herein lies the problem, as there is 
a mixed view on whether there was a decline or 
prosperity.
These counter narratives between decline 
and prosperity in the LBA Southern Levant stem 
in part from a series of papers published in suc-
cession with each one trying to counteract the 
other. For the decline of urbanism in the Southern 
Levant, we turn to Knapp’s study of LBA ????????
?????. From his work at the site near the Jordan 
River, he concludes that the Egyptian domination 
of the area took its toll on the local culture over the 
300 years of occupation. He states, because of the 
Egyptian taxation and corvée levied on the people, 
that, ‘there are indications of a decrease in intensi-
ty of occupation; architecture and material culture 
alike become much more parochial by LB II. The 
26 However, as Gonen states, ‘the issue of the strength of 
urban occupation, for instance, relies heavily on referenc-
es to settlements that occur in Egyptian documents’ (Gonen 
1984, 61). Thus, the question still remains as to how reliable 
those texts are, and then how does that effect our under-
standing of urbanisation.
27 A clear example of this is the Fosse Temple at Lachish 
????????????????????????? ???????????????????????????????????
seems to have gained a different function in the LBA.
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emerging picture is one of an increasingly impov-
erished LBA Canaan and Transjordan, apparent-
ly in the throes of cultural collapse’ (Knapp 1987, 
26). However, contra to this,  Liebowitz published 
a paper the same year. In his paper, Liebowitz 
examined the ivory objects from LB II contexts 
in the Southern Levant. He states that while pre-
viously LB II had been seen as a time of decline: 
‘The ivories suggest, to the contrary, that LB II 
was characterized by elegance and sophistication’ 
(Liebowitz 1987, 16). He goes on to say that these 
ivories seem to have been produced in Palestine, 
and that the ivories are not the only evidence for a 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
have been found in LB II strata from Hazor and 
????????????? (Tel Sippor) (Liebowitz 1987, 17 f.). 
Liebowitz goes further, saying the architecture 
also demonstrates this, as elaborate temples were 
constructed at Hazor and Lachish along with large 
palaces at Megiddo, Aphek, and Lachish (Liebow-
itz 1987, 18). All of this leads him to say that, ‘the 
period between 1400 and 1200 BC. should not be 
viewed as a period of cultural decline, but rather 
a high point in the material culture of Palestine’ 
( Liebowitz 1987, 18).
In response to both of these papers, Bienkows-
ki proposes a third position, simply that there was 
a decline throughout the Southern Levant or a cul-
?????????????????????????? ?????????????????????????
LBA. He noted that much of Liebowitz’s evidence 
came from cities, which were under Egyptian con-
trol and that, because of this, ‘neither the contexts 
within the towns nor the towns themselves can be 
regarded as indicative of the quality of life in Ca-
naan as a whole’ (Bienkowski 1989, 59). Bienkow-
ski goes on to say that Knapp largely ignored the 
evidence for wealth demonstrated by Liebowitz, 
and that there was a certain amount of prosperity 
at larger centres where Egyptians were based. He 
adds to this by saying: ‘Architecture and pottery at 
Jericho, Hazor, and Tell Deir ‘Alla show a gradual 
degeneration, compared to Beth-shan, Lachish, 
????????????? ????? ????????? ??????????????????????
of greater architectural pretension, and rather bet-
ter pottery’ (Bienkowski 1989, 59). Bienkowski’s 
conclusions are that with Egyptian taxation taking 
place over some 250 years, this gradually took its 
toll on Canaan. While the amount of tribute asked 
from the Southern Levant may seem small in com-
parison to the taxation levied on Northern Syria 
by the Hittites, it appears as if the Southern Levant 
was heavily taxed by Egypt. Bienkowski states 
????????????????????? ??????????????????????????????
from exploitation of natural resources and trade, 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
Palestinian economy’ (Bienkowski 1989, 60). How-
ever, this was only felt in areas without a strong 
Egyptian presence. In those places where Egyp-
????????????????????????????????????????????????
from agricultural products brought and stored in 
????????????????????????????????????????????????????
facilitated by the Egyptian’s trade network. Thus, 
the overall decline of the economy was felt only 
in certain areas and perhaps more so in the hill 
country or in the less populated areas of Cisjordan 
and Transjordan (Bienkowski 1989, 60 f.).
Knapp responded to this by saying that Bien-
kowski’s view was too limited, focusing only on 
LB II. However, when examining the 2nd mill. BC 
as a whole, a different picture emerges which 
points to decline. In the MBA, villages were able 
to maintain themselves enough to ensure some 
wealth and their livelihood; however, with the 
influx of Egyptian control and taxation, this 
changed. Villages died off in the LBA as the major 
centres became the nodes of power, and the only 
places where wealth and a good livelihood could 
be found. Even in these urban centres, though, 
only the most resilient were able to withstand the 
Egyptian taxation (Knapp 1989, 65). As he states, 
‘egyptian policy unilaterally and clearly aimed to 
extract the maximum possible tribute with the 
minimum effort’ (Knapp 1989, 65), which had 
drastic effects on the local population. Knapp goes 
on to say that while the archaeological and textual 
records do seem to indicate that some wealth was 
focused in the urban centres, this does not take 
away from the fact that, ‘many village sites were 
abandoned while some urban centres declined or 
contracted in size’ (Knapp 1989, 67), thus conclud-
ing that there was still a decline during the LBA 
which eventually led to collapse. Liebowitz also 
countered Bienkowski by stating that it would 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
However, when comparing LB I and LB II ivories, 
there is a greater degree of sophistication in the 
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LB II ivories than in LB I. He also points out that 
sites such as Hazor and ?????????????, which do 
not seem to have been under Egyptian hegemony, 
???????????????????????????????????????????????
ceramics (Liebowitz 1989, 63 f.).28 Thus, he stands 
???????????????????????????????????????????????
In addition to this, Bunimovitz notes that 
wealth in the archaeological record may not 
demonstrate real wealth. Rather, it may show that 
rulers and elites wanted to give the appearance 
they had wealth even if they did not (Bunimovitz 
????????????????????????????????????????????????????
for wealth and goods may not have been between 
Egypt and Canaan, but between the Canaanite 
city-states. Each city-state would have had a small 
pool of resources, including material wealth and 
population, and that each would have wanted to 
display their wealth. However, this would have 
placed a greater and greater strain on the pop-
ulace as both the elites and the Egyptian drained 
resources from Canaan. This need for resourc-
es would have then created tension between the 
city-states and would have only made the problem 
worse (Bunimovitz 1995, 326 f.). The exact answer 
to this question of prosperity and decline of urban 
centres is still not answered, and the exact nature 
of the situation in the LBA remains one of scholar-
ly contention (Panitz-Cohen 2014, 543–547).
Egyptian influence in the Southern Levant 
was not a single homogenous rule, as it shifted 
over the course of the LBA and into the Early Iron 
Age. The exact nature of the Egyptian hegemony 
is not entirely clear, and there remains a debate 
over how the Egyptians ‘ruled’ the people of the 
28 The quality of ceramics and other material culture is 
one of the main arguments in all of these theories. However, 
again we are faced with the problem of the emic and etic 
?????????? ???? ????????????????????????????????????????????
what the people perceived as poor or high quality, and if so, 
how do we know? This is of course a question we cannot yet 
answer, if ever, but it is important to note nonetheless. This 
is pointed out by a suggestion made by McGovern who be-
lieves the lower quality ceramics found in the LBA are a re-
sult of Canaanite workshops adapting Egyptian techniques 
New Kingdom pottery techniques such as more tempering 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
led to a degradation in quality, but it was from a stylistic 
???? ?????????????????????????????????????????????????????
of decline (McGovern 1990, 18). However, this idea has yet 
to be proven or substantiated.
Southern Levant and how direct their involve-
ment and presence was in the land. Higginbotham 
suggested two models for Egypt’s involvement in 
the Southern Levant, being either a Direct Rule29 
or Elite Emulation.30 In her view, the Direct Rule 
model simply states that Egypt would have had 
direct control over the Southern Levant with ad-
ministrative centres run by Egyptians, settlements 
that would be purely Egyptian, and with the con-
trol over the territory being in the hands of the 
Egyptians who stayed in the territory. According 
to this model, the Egyptian imperialism would 
have had both military and economic goals; how-
ever, in their control over the region, they would 
neither have sought to complete a full scale colo-
nisation of the region nor to acculturate the entire 
local populace (Higginbotham 2000, 10–13). This 
would appear to be the case with the Egyptian 
New Kingdom’s control over Nubia, where large 
Egyptian temples were built, and many of the 
settle ments had an almost purely Egyptian mate-
rial culture (Higginbotham 2000, 10–13).31
The Elite Emulation model is in some ways 
more complex, as it is based on the idea of the 
core-periphery interactions. According to this 
model, there is no presumed pattern of military or 
economic domination; rather, both parties would 
have derived legitimisation in their participation 
in the imperial system. Thus, for the Southern 
29 Direct Rule is characterised by: 1. The architecture of 
pharaonic instillations would be expected to be of Egyp-
tian-style; 2. The corpus of artefacts from Egyptian settle-
ments would be expected to closely resemble that of simi-
lar settlements within Egypt; 3. Egyptian material culture 
would be unevenly distributed at sites in Palestine (Higgin-
botham 2000, 14).
30 Elite Emulation is characterised by: 1. The corpus of 
Egyptian-style remains from Palestine would be expected 
to be much more restricted in its variety than that found in 
the Nile Valley; 2. The attested types would be expected to 
be primarily prestige goods rather than domestic artefacts; 
3. The attested types would be expected to include hybrid 
Egypto-Palestinian types, as well as types that can be identi-
???? ????????????????????????????? ??????????????????????????
pure Egyptian contexts would be found outside the border 
of the Nile Valley; 5. Egyptian-style material would be ex-
pected to appear primarily in funerary and ritual contexts; 
6. The distribution of Egyptian-style material culture re-
mains would be expected to be relatively even (Higgin-
botham 2000, 15).
31 For a discussion on Nubian and Egyptian ethnicity 
during the New Kingdom, see Smith 2003; ‘Wretched Kush: 
Ethnic Identities and Boundaries in Egypt’s Nubian Empire.’
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Levant, the local princess and kings would have 
maintained power of their own while under the 
control of the Egyptians. Within this structure, 
though, the princess and kings would have seen 
Egypt as the centre of military and economic pow-
er, but also a centre of civilisation. Thus, in order 
to enhance their status in the eyes of their people 
and the Egyptians, the princess and kings would 
have emulated Egyptian culture (Higginbotham 
2000, 8 f.). In addition to this, after the conquest of 
Thutmose III, princes from the Southern Levant 
were taken to Egypt to be raised, educated, and 
indoctrinated with Egyptian thinking and culture, 
and were forced to take an oath to king as a vassal 
of the pharaoh (Higginbotham 2000; Bryan 1996, 
76), thus furthering the emulation process.
Higginbotham has concluded that outside of 
Beth-Shean, ????????????, Jaffa, Gaza and Timna, 
any site in the Southern Levant with Egyptian 
style material culture or architecture would fall 
under elite emulation rather than direct rule (Hig-
ginbotham 2000, 128 f.). She describes the situa-
tion as: 
‘That domination did not, however, take the 
form of Direct Rule. A small number of Egyptian 
military and administrative personnel were resi-
????????????????????????????????????????????????
so far. Circuit officials and royal envoys were 
dispatched from Egypt to oversee the region as 
needed. For the most part, Palestine was gov-
erned by local vassal princes on behalf of their 
Egyptian overlord. Over time, many members 
of the local elite classes began to emulate Egyp-
tian culture, which would presumably have en-
hanced their status in the eyes of both their own 
population and the paranoiac bureaucracy’ (Hig-
ginbotham 2000, 138).
Contra to this view is that, at many sites, there 
was indeed an Egyptian presence. At ?????????? 
(???????), Martin and Barako argue that the site 
had a direct Egyptian presence seen in the Egyp-
tian style material culture. The locally made Egyp-
tian style pottery at ??????????, and at other sites 
in the Southern Levant with such pottery, consists 
mainly of coarse household wares and was manu-
factured with Egyptian techniques (Martin/Barako 
2007, 152).32 They suggest that, because these must 
have been produced by Egyptian living at the site. 
‘If Canaanite potters had been emulating Egyptian 
?????????????????? ??????????????????? ???????????
forms at sites in Canaan under direct Egyptian 
control. Moreover, morphological developments 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
assemblages from Canaan, an indication of the 
close contact that must have existed between the 
Egyptian homeland and the outlying regions un-
der her hegemony’ (Martin/Barako 2007, 152).
Thus, they suggest that at many sites where 
similar material has been uncovered along with 
Egyptian style architecture, and in some cases 
Egyptian inscriptions either hieratic or hieroglyph-
ic, there is evidence to point to a stronger Egyptian 
presence than Higginbotham suggested (Martin/
Barako 2007, 153). While the amount and type of 
control and presence Egypt had over the Southern 
Levant is still up for debate, it is likely that after 
more research, a mixed picture will result. There 
was likely both the direct presence of Egyptian at 
sites in the Southern Levant, where there is di-
rect evidence for it, and also where there may 
not be as strong evidence. Likewise, even at a site 
like ?????????? or at Beth-Shean which likely has 
the strongest evidence of an Egyptian presence in 
the whole of the Southern Levant (Higginbotham 
2000, 128 f.), there was also elite emulation by the 
local ‘Canaanites’.
With all this in mind, we can now turn to the 
end of the LBA in the Southern Levant. After the 
troubled Amarna Period and the fight over the 
throne of Egypt, the 19th????????????????????????-
trol and strengthened Egypt’s position in the South-
ern Levant. This was particularly true of the reign 
of Ramesses II and his push back into Syria against 
the growing Hittite threat. However, the political 
unrest of the previous dynasty and the threat of the 
Hittites led Egypt to change its role in the Southern 
Levant, as it appears they strengthened their pres-
ence in the region (Weinstein 1981, 17; Mumford 
32 For a full discussion of Egyptian style pottery in the 
Southern Levant from the LBA, see Martin 2011a.
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2014, 76 f.). Egypt faced not only the threat of the 
Hittites, but also the local princes, and the nomad-
ic Shasu, Apiru, and the Israelites as mentioned on 
Merneptah’s stela (Weinstein 1981, 17). This led 
Egypt to strengthen or expand garrisons at Beth-
Shean, ????????????, ??????????, Ashkelon, Aphek, 
and ???????????????? (Mumford 2014, 77)? There is 
also strong evidence of locally made Egyptian style 
pottery and Egyptian style architecture (Bietak 
1993, 294–296; Martin 2005; 2011a). However, no 
matter what involvement Egypt had, it was only 
????????????????????????????????? ??????????????-
ing its control. The long reign of Ramesses II along 
with the short reign of the already old Merneptah 
took its toll on the empire, leading to a series of 
short lived rulers and political unrest in Egypt. This 
was followed by the last great pharaoh of the New 
Kingdom, Ramesses III (ca. 1184–1853 BC), but his 
involvement in the Southern Levant was much 
weaker than in times previous, and even the exact 
extent of his  power in the Southern Levant is de-
bated (Weinstein 1981, 22).
The exact nature of the events which occurred 
at the end of the LBA are of course hotly debated, 
and represent some of the greatest changes to oc-
cur in the region and with the most longstanding 
effects on the next several hundreds and thou-
sands of years. This of course references the rise 
of Israel in the central hill country and the Phil-
istines in Philistia.33 That being said, the typical 
reason given for the fall of the Egyptian empire in 
the Southern Levant is due to the invasion of the 
‘Sea Peoples’. Views differ as to whether Ramess-
es III defeated the oncoming enemies and settled 
them on the coast of Cisjordan (Leonard 1989, 34; 
Mumford 2014, 78) or if these new peoples were 
simply part of the larger problem facing Egypt at 
the time (Weinstein 1981, 22). While the problems 
with the story are numerous, as I will describe 
later in this chapter, there is a change both in the 
material culture of the coastal region and in the 
evidence for Egyptian administration. According 
to Stager, there was a massive migration of some 
33 See Killebrew 2005 for a lengthy discussion on the eth-
nogenesis of both these people groups. See also Faust 2006 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
25,000 people from 1185–1175 BC continuing over 
the next two to three generations. He believes that 
these people destroyed the coastal cities, fought 
Ramesses III, and brought LH IIIC:1b locally made 
ceramics. In his view, only Egypt could contain 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
Ramesses III. With his death, they expanded and 
created the new material culture Philistine bi-
chrome which was a mixture of local traditions 
and imported ideas (Stager 1995, 332–342). Stern 
adds to this idea, believing there was group of 
‘Northern Sea People’ who settled at ?????????????? 
(Dor) and the surrounding region at the end of the 
12th cent. BC, as depicted in the Tale of Wenamun 
(Stern 2013, 63). However, there are many prob-
lems both theoretically and methodologically with 
this theory of a large group of people settling on 
the coastland (see also Artzy 2013).
While it is clear there is a break in the ceram-
ic tradition at the end of the LBA (T. Dothan 1998, 
148; Mazar 1988, 252 f.), the nature of the changes 
is often muddled in ethnic labels and an over exag-
geration of pottery percentages. Exactly what took 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????
is far from clear, though many scholars seem to 
think otherwise. The name given to Ashkelon, Ash-
dod, Ekron, Gath, and Gaza is one such problem, 
as they are called Philistine or the initial ‘Sea Peo-
ples’ settlements. However, much like all ethnic 
labels, the label of Philistine or ‘Sea Peoples’ does 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
noted that local ‘Canaanite’ material culture is al-
ways found at so called ‘Philistine’ or ‘Sea Peoples’ 
sites (Stager 1995, 334). However, as A. Mazar has 
stated, a site is given the ethnic label of ‘Philistine’ 
typically when LH IIIC:1b or Philistine bichrome 
pottery make up thirty percent of the ceramic as-
semblage (Mazar 2008a, 94). This would mean a 
site can have seventy percent of its ceramic being 
made in the local tradition, but still the name ‘Phil-
istine’ or ‘Sea Peoples’ is attributed to the site. This 
percentage problem, though, is only made worse 
by typical archaeological practice, as excavators 
are more likely to collect and catalogue decorat-
ed ‘Philistine’ wares and LH IIIC:1b pottery (Bar-
ako 2013, 46). Thus, while scholars such as Stager 
or Stern would argue for a massive invasion and 
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????????????????? ???????????????????????????????
not support this idea.34 Moreover, the archaeolog-
????????????????????????????????????????????????????
‘Sea Peoples’, nor do the textual records (Millek 
2017).
Aside from the problems with the ‘Sea Peoples’ 
invasion of the Southern Levant bringing about 
the end of the LBA in the area, problems also 
abound with Egypt’s involvement in the region 
during the Iron I. While some have claimed it was 
the battle with the ‘Sea Peoples’ which brought 
Egypt to its decline (Leonard 1989, 30), the more 
likely answer comes from the gradual decline of 
Egypt’s power, which only came to a conclusion at 
the end of Ramesses’ III reign during the 20th Dy-
nasty. Ramesses III did seem to recover some pow-
er in the Southern Levant, as he re-established 
the garrison at Beth-Shean and mining activities 
began again at Timna (Weinstein 1981, 22; Dever 
1992, 105). However, the charisma of one lead-
er could not bring about the greatness Egypt had 
seen in the former years of the New Kingdom. 
Textual evidence points to a large decrease in of-
ferings sent to Egypt from the Southern Levant 
(Bietak 1993, 293). While some scarabs of Ramess-
es III have been found in the coastal region, no 
scarabs of Ramesses IV and those after him have 
been found north of the Wadi Gaza (Bietak 1993, 
299; Barako 2013, 39). The last possible vestige of 
Egyptian power would have ended with Ramess-
es VI (ca. 1143–1136), but how much influence 
????????????????????????????????????????????????
as marginal (Dever 1992, 105; Weinstein 1981, 23; 
1992, 142; Mumford 2014, 81).
Some other notable features of the LBA/Iron 
Age transition are the ‘destructions’ which took 
place throughout the region. However, the exact 
nature of these destructions has be called into 
34 This is further emphasised in a study by Finkelstein 
who noted that the total built up area during the LBA was 
173ha in Philistia. This total built up area only dropped to 
155ha in the Iron Age I. This lead Finkelstein to come to a 
number of only a few thousand migrants at most as the con-
tinued local material culture would indicate the local popu-
lace was not killed off (Finkelstein 2000, 167–173). Thus, the 
physical evidence does not support a mass migration into 
the region.
question, as many do not exist, have been miscit-
ed, or have been exaggerated (Millek 2017, 118–
132).35 Many new settlements were founded in the 
Highlands typically associated with the ‘Israelites’, 
and along with these new settlements, there was 
the introduction of new agricultural techniques, 
and to a large degree the four-room-house (Ahl-
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
as the number of sites in the Shephelah dropped 
from 104 to 49 in the Iron Age I (Bunimovitz/
Lederman 2008, 27), but the number of sites in 
the Central Hill Country rose from 29 in the LBA 
to 254 in the Iron I (Finkelstein 1995, 355). Howev-
er, many of these new sites did not last more than 
one hundred years (Nakhai 2008, 130). The urban 
characteristic of the Southern Levant changed, as 
the former urban centres that survived are more 
like large towns compared to the urban cities of 
the LBA or MBA (Liverani 2003a, 41). Finally, even 
with all this, Canaanite culture continued on, as 
local Canaanite wares were found even at ‘Phil-
istine’ sites such as Ashdod (Mazar 2008a, 89 f.). 
However, all of this did not happen overnight. This 
process took many decades both before and after 
the year 1200 BC.36
2.6.  The ‘Collapse’ of the Eastern  
Mediterranean
2.6.1. ‘Sea Peoples’: Myth, Fantasy, Reality or 
None of the Above
‘Year 8 under the majesty of (Ramesses III) … The 
foreign countries made a conspiracy in their is-
lands. All at once, the lands were removed and 
scattered in the fray. No land could stand be-
fore their arms, from Khatte, Qode, Carchemish, 
35 See also chapter 5 which examines all destruction 
events at the end of the LBA in the Southern Levant.
36 While the year 1200 BC is often used as the marker of 
change, Knauf rightly notes that the year 1200 is meaning-
less as nothing notable changed in that year. Rather, it is 
simply a nomenclature to denote a change which took place 
in different places at different times (Knauf 2008, 74). This 
of course holds true for every region under discussion in 
this work.
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Arzawa, and Alashiya on, being cut off at [one 
time]. A camp [was set up] in one place in Amor. 
They desolated its people, and its land was like 
that which has never come into being. They were 
coming forward toward Egypt, while the flame 
was prepared before them. Their confederation 
was the Philistines, Tjekru, Shekelesh, Denye(n), 
and Washosh, lands united. They laid their hands 
upon the lands as far as the circuit of the earth, 
????????????????????????????????????? ????????? ????
succeed!’ ’ (Cline/O’Connor 2003, 136).
The opening lines of Ramesses’ III Medinet 
Habu Year 8 reliefs begin the story of the ‘Sea 
Peoples’ (see ????????). It is a story which over the 
decades has changed, but with the basic tenets 
that peoples from Italy, Northern Greece, the Ae-
gean, Anatolia, and Syria came together for one 
reason or another and fought their way to Egypt. 
In so doing, they brought about an end to the LBA 
societies, leaving in their wake destruction, death, 
and collapse. However, within this narrative, 
there is no more appropriate place to start a dis-
cussion on the ‘Sea Peoples’ than with the Year 8 
inscription of Ramesses III from Medinet Habu.37 
Much like all aspects of the ‘Sea Peoples’ phe-
nomenon, the Medinet Habu reliefs are fraught 
37 For a full review on Medinet Habu with its dimensions, 
placement of the texts and images in the building and for 
full texts, see Ben-Dor Evian 2015; Kahn 2011; Roberts 2006; 
Cline/O’Connor 2003; Redford 2000; O’Connor 2000; Wachs-
mann 2000; Bietak 1993; Lesko 1992; Cifola 1988.
with controversy and differing opinions over the 
meaning and translation of single words. How-
ever, the ‘Sea Peoples’ are brought to life from 
these inscriptions and the images carved into the 
walls at Medinet Habu. Thus, their importance to 
the scholarly research cannot be underestimated. 
While groups of the ‘Sea Peoples’ were mentioned 
before Ramesses III, such as the Lukka in a letter 
from the king of Alasiya to Egypt (Wachsmann 
2000, 103),  while the Sherden were said to have 
served under Ramesses II (O’Connor 2000, 85; Hig-
ginbotham 2000, 56), Merneptah fought against a 
confederation of Libyans who joined forces with 
the Eqwosh, Teresh, Lukki, Shardana and Shek-
elesh. The Shardana, Shekelesh and Eqwosh are 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????
collectively as northerners who came from every 
land (Cline/O’Connor 2003, 111; Drews 1993, 49). 
Also, in a correspondence between Hatti and 
Ammurapi king of Ugarit, Suppiluliuma II asks 
Ammurapi to send him Ibnadussu who had been 
???????????????????????? ?????????????????????????
out more information about this group of people 
(Singer 1999, 722; Wachsmann 2000, 104). Thus, 
the Eqwosh, Teresh, Lukki, Shardana and Sheke-
lesh, along with the Peleset (Philistines), Tjekru, 
Denye(n), and Washosh make up the nine groups 
of the ‘Sea Peoples’ though it should not be forgot-
ten that the term ‘Sea Peoples’ is not a name given 
by the ancient Egyptians. Rather, it is a modern in-
vention derived from the French peuples de la mer.
The Medinet Habu reliefs with its supporting 
document the Papyrus Harris I are the two most 
Fig. 2.5. The Sea Battle of Ramesses III Year 8 from Medinet Habu (The Epigraphic Survey 1930, Plate 37; 
 Courtesy of the Oriental Institute of the University of Chicago).
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important textual sources which helps to give rise 
to the story of the ‘Sea Peoples’. Simply speaking, 
????????????????????????????????????????????????????
invading force which came from islands. They, 
in their march toward Egypt, destroyed Anato-
lia, Northern Syria, Cyprus, and Amurru. In their 
trek towards Egypt, the ‘Sea Peoples’ brought their 
wives and children along in ox-carts. Ramesses III 
prepared to fight this force at Djahy, a location 
somewhere in the Southern border of Canaan,38 
and also at the mouth of the Nile. He defeated 
both sets of enemies, and later settled the Tjekru, 
Shekelesh, and Peleset tribes in strongholds some-
where in the Southern Levant (Cline/O’Connor 
2003, 136–138).39 Thus, according to this account, 
the destruction that is seen throughout the end 
of the LBA was caused by these ‘Sea Peoples’ who 
only the godlike Ramesses III could stop. However, 
the story is not so simple. There are a great vari-
ety of opinions on how this monument should be 
read, how true the monument is, the purpose of 
the monument, and much more.
O’Connor’s understanding of the Medinet 
Habu reliefs comes from his view on how the 
monument should be read, with the idea that 
the central lion hunt scene is the least histor-
ical event. The lion hunt scene is to represent 
 Ramesses putting order over chaos. In this case, 
the chaos was the invading ‘Sea Peoples’, and ac-
cording to O’Connor, the fact they chose a lion 
to represent the enemy must mean they were an 
especially challenging opponent. He believes that 
because the lion scene is the most unrealistic of 
all the depictions, the two flanking scenes con-
cerning the land and sea battles would hold more 
historical value, even though the battles them-
selves do not depict the actual conflict. Rather, 
they show the divinely pre- ordained collapse of 
the enemy before pharaoh and his might (O’Con-
nor 2000, 94–100). Thus, the monument, while in-
corporating aspects that are not wholly true, such 
as representing the battle as a massacre or the 
38 Singer (1985, 109–122) has suggested that Djahy should 
actually be placed at the northern border of the Egyptian 
empire. Kahn (2011, 1 f.) agrees with this interpretation. 
Thus, the location of Djahy is only another aspect of the text 
which can be debated.
39 See here for the full texts from Medinet Habu and Papy-
rus Harris I.
‘Sea Peoples’ as unorganised, does tell us some-
thing of a historical truth. That truth is that this 
was a real historical event where Ramesses III 
fought groups of people coming from islands in 
the north (O’Connor 2003, 100). In addition to 
this, Cline and O’Connor add that the reason for 
?????????????????????????????????????????????-
derstanding of the Egyptians, with the pharaoh 
placing ????? over Isfet. Thus, the unrealistic na-
ture of the  battle scenes with the enemies simply 
collapsing before pharaoh were represented this 
????????????????????????????????? ???????????????????
believe the account’s historical validity, stating: 
‘The success of the Sea Peoples‘ invasion before 
encountering Egyptian forces suggests that they 
were militarily effective on land and sea, and that 
they may well have had some form of centralised 
leadership’ (Cline/O’Connor 2003, 129–131).
Redford takes a more nuanced view of the 
Medinent Habu texts. He believes that the Medi-
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
record’ (Redford 2000, 7). Redford believes that 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
went through when trying to adulate the king 
while depicting and describing historical events, 
as the story described and depicted a history of 
the king, not history itself. Thus scribes, at times, 
????????? ??? ?????? ???????????? ?????????? ??????????
borrowed, or lapsed into trite formal jargon while 
writing these texts (Redford 2000, 2, 8). He states 
????????? ????????????????? ?????????????????????
and tokenism, that both the Years 5 and 8 inscrip-
tions do not state regional dates, nor to which date 
Year 8 refers, no casualties are listed, and that 
the interface between the texts and images is not 
tight or precise (Redford 2000, 10–12). The sculp-
tors most likely saw prisoners who were paraded 
in front of Pharaoh, and from these impressions, 
they created the imagery on the monument. How-
ever, much as with his earlier opinion, Redford 
still does not discount an invasion of ‘Sea Peoples’, 
and he believes they came from somewhere in the 
Aegean archipelago or from Crete. He also corre-
lates the mention of wars in other countries to the 
destruction found in the archaeological record 
with the ‘Sea Peoples’ as a possible cause (Redford 
2000, 12 f.; 1992, 250–255). Roberts takes a similar 
view, that he sees the monument not as a record 
of invasion, but rather a record of the actions of 
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the Pharaoh. It would not matter what the people 
looked like, or who they were, or where they came 
from, as the importance of the monument was to 
portray the Egyptian worldview that Ramesses III 
would put ????? over Isfet. Roberts states that in 
the Egyptian New Kingdom, it was important for 
the Pharaoh to be seen defending the realm from 
invading forces, and all that needed to be done 
was to insert relevant peoples into a narrative. In 
this case, it would have been ‘Sea Peoples’ from 
the North or Libyans from the West (Roberts 2009, 
60 f.).
Cifola further speculates against the historicity 
of the Medinet Habu reliefs and text. She believes 
that, because of the lack of detailed information 
for the Year 8 battles, it cannot be trusted. This is 
particularly true for the Land Battle, as she sees 
no evidence for such in the text. She states that 
there is no record of the dates of the campaign, 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
on the ground, there is no rhetorical description of 
Ramesses’ power and might in the battle, and no 
count of either captives, booty seized, and there is 
no number for how may hands and penises were 
taken in the battle (Cifola 1988, 294–303). Cifola 
believes that, because of these problems with the 
????????????????????????????????????????????????????
sea battle. Rather, they fought many small skir-
mishes with invaders, and these were later all 
brought together into one single story. These in-
vaders would have been small bands and not part 
of a united group of people, and they fought small 
battles against Egyptian forces over several years 
(Cifola 1988, 294–303).
Lesko goes another step forward, saying the 
Medinet Habu Year 8 reliefs and text were sim-
ply copied from Merneptah. He points out that 
some of the scenes from Medinet Habu were 
copied from Ramesses’ II Ramesseum, such as 
???????????????????????????????????????????????-
bian forces. Ramesses III even reused some of 
the blocks from the Ramesseum for his mortuary 
temple. This is compounded in Lesko’s view by 
the similarities between Ramesses’ III Year 5 cam-
paign and Merneptah’s Year 5 campaign, as both 
were against Libyans who had allies from the 
sea, both fought them in the same year, and both 
Libyan chiefs have the same name. Thus, Lesko 
came to the conclusion that Ramesses’ III Year 8 is 
actually Merenptah’s and that it was copied from 
Merenptah’s nearby, and now largely destroyed, 
mortuary temple (Lesko 1992, 154 f.). He believes 
another important clue to say Ramesses’ Year 8 
monument was not his own, is that in Ramess-
es’ III temple at Karnak, dating to his thirtieth 
year, there is no account of the ‘Sea Peoples’, that 
it only has traditional scenes of Ramesses smiting 
Libyans and Syrians (Lesko 1992, 154).
Drews goes even further afield in his views 
on Medinet Habu. He believes that the Sea Battle 
refers to raiders from Sicily and Greece joined by 
men from Palestine who had shaved their beards 
and donned Aegean style helmets. All of these peo-
ple were seeking the rich wealth in the Nile valley, 
and only arrived in Egypt after having destroyed 
many other parts of the Eastern Mediterranean 
in their raids. However, the Land Battle had noth-
ing to do with these raiders according to Drews 
(see ????????). He believes that there is nothing in 
the texts to say Ramesses fought a land battle, and 
that the scene depicting women and children in 
ox carts are either villagers in Palestine or semi-
nomadic Shasu who had trespassed on Pharaoh’s 
land or were caught up in his retaliation against 
the people of Palestine for being part of the raids 
(Drews 2000, 181–190). Lastly, S. Sherratt believes 
the ‘Sea Peoples’ only existed as part of the Hit-
tite and Egyptian military and diplomatic rheto-
ric. The scenes from Medinet Habu represent the 
change from a centralised politico-economic order 
to a decentralised economic order which steadily 
encroached on the former system. She goes on to 
say that the relief is not a depiction of a military 
campaign, but that it was rhetoric against an eco-
nomic and political threat which was endangering 
the theocratic state of Egypt (S. Sherratt 1998, 307).
The Medinet Habu reliefs are the most direct 
evidence for the ‘Sea Peoples’ in text. Another 
source generally referred to is the Papyrus Har-
ris I, which is a testimonial document prepared 
for Ramesses III by his successor on his death. It 
was meant to be buried with the Pharaoh, and it 
in part describes the aftermath of the ‘Sea Peoples’ 
invasion (Higginbotham 2000, 55). It is in this text 
where Ramesses III describes how he defeated 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
the sand of the shore’, and after bringing them 
as captives to Egypt, he placed them in fortresses 
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at unknown locations (Higginbotham 2000, 55; 
Cline/O’Connor 2003, 138). Because of this men-
tion, scholars believed that Egypt conscripted 
some of the defeated ‘Sea Peoples’ and placed 
them in Palestine to explain the appearance of the 
Philistines on the coast of Canaan (Leonard 1989, 
34). However, there are problems with this story, 
as the settlements on the coastal plain in Canaan 
cannot be categorised as purely ‘Philistine’, as 
much of the material culture represents the local 
‘Canaanite’ population. Moreover, it would have 
been unwise for the Egyptians to place the ‘Sea 
Peoples’ in exactly the place they were trying to 
conquer. If they did indeed place some of the in-
vaders in fortresses, it would be more likely they 
would be found in Nubia or Egypt proper; howev-
er, no archaeological evidence exists for ‘Sea Peo-
ples’ settlements in either of these areas (Higgin-
botham 2000, 56). In addition to these problems, 
Papyrus Harris I suffers from the fact it was writ-
ten after the death of Ramesses III and thus long 
after the events it is said to describe. Thus, there 
are problems even when comparing the text to the 
Medinet Habu reliefs, as Papyrus Harris I substi-
tutes Shardana mentioned at Medinet Habu with 
Shekelesh (Cline/O’Connor 2003, 111).
Similar problems are found in the Tale of 
Wenamun, a much later text from the first half 
of the 11th cent. BC which mentions one of the 
tribes of the ‘Sea Peoples’. The Tale of Wenamun 
tracks the journey of Wenamun, a priest of Amun 
from the temple at Karnak, on his way to Byblos 
to obtain cedar wood in 1075 BC. On his way, he 
stops at ?????????????? (Dor) and meets Beder the 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
300 f.; Stern 2013, 1 f.; Cline/O’Connor 2003, 114; 
Weinstein 1998, 188). Stern has used this one text 
to help him create the material culture of the 
‘Northern Sea Peoples’, as he believes it is an accu-
rate narrative of what was going on in the Carmel 
region during the ‘Dark Age’.40 However, the his-
torical accuracy of the Tale of Wenamun has often 
been called into question. Lesko believes that the 
?????? ??????????????? ??????????????????????????????
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
doubts whether the story in all its details can be 
????????????????????????????????????????????????????-
????????????????????????????????????????????????????
All of this is compounded by the late date of the 
text,41 the singular nature of the text, and the fact 
there is no clear evidence to say a group of ‘North-
ern Sea Peoples’ existed, which puts the Tale of 
Wenamun among the not so helpful sources deal-
ing with the ‘Sea Peoples’. Gilboa and Sharon have 
also detailed how at ??????????????, the material 
culture gradually changes from Canaanite to Phoe-
nician, leaving no room for an invading group of 
Sikil/Tjeker. They also ask the question: ‘If it were 
not for the serendipity of Mr. Golenischeff acquir-
40 Stern 2013, 1–3. See especially the note on pages 2 and 3 
where he states why the text can be used.
41 A date which may be much later as Sass 2002 has sug-
gested.
Fig. 2.6. Ramesses III in battle with the land forces of the Sea Peoples (The Epigraphic Survey 1930, Plate 32; 
Courtesy of the Oriental Institute of the University of Chicago).
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??????????????????????????????????????????????????
would anyone have even suspected that some 
hitherto unknown peoples inhabited Dor in the 
Early Iron Age? We say, ‘No way’.’ (Sharon/Gilboa 
2013, 467; see also Bikai 1992).
What I hope to have demonstrated with this 
short review on the Year 8 inscriptions from Med-
inet Habu and the other Egyptian texts relating to 
the ‘Sea Peoples’ invasion, is that there is by far no 
consensus on what they mean, how they should be 
translated, or even their historical accuracy. Yet, 
it is on these texts that the story of the ‘Sea Peo-
ples’ is built, and as with any structure, if there is a 
faulty base, the rest of the building would crumble 
on top of it. With many different possible mean-
ings for these texts, and the question of the texts 
historicity, it is impossible to know who is right in 
this argument and which interpretation is correct. 
All that can be done is to simply pick a side based 
on one’s own personal beliefs about the ‘Sea Peo-
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????-
scriptions from Medinet Habu to be, at this time, 
counterproductive. With eight or more different 
sides to choose from compounded with the inabil-
ity to know how much of the monument is copied, 
propaganda, embellishment, or simply made up, 
there is no way of knowing which way to use the 
texts and images in a scholarly context. All we can 
take away from the monument is that Ramesses 
said he fought forces coming from somewhere in 
the north, but even this little information cannot 
be proven to be true. Any historical facts coming 
from the Year 8 inscriptions from Medinet Habu 
do not stem from the monument itself; rather, they 
come from the minds of the scholars who believe 
a certain version of how the monument should be 
understood.42 Indeed, it may be the case that hav-
ing these inscriptions may be more of a hindrance 
to understanding the past and the end of the LBA 
than a help. Both Roberts (2014) and Middleton 
42 This is a very critical view of the research on the Year 8 
?????????????????? ????????????????????????????????????????
even when authors such as Redford (2000) or O’Connor and 
Cline (2003) say not enough critical work has been done on 
???? ?????????????????????????????????????????????????????
as before. At certain times, one must step back and look at 
what the monument says or does not say, and in this case, I 
believe it does not say half as much as many scholars claim 
it does.
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
as the basis for any sort of historical narrative of 
a mass movement or migration of people (Roberts 
2014, 359 f.; Middleton 2015, 49). The same can be 
said for the Papyrus Harris I and the Tale of Wena-
mun, as they are fraught with problems and their 
late dates also make them a challenging tool to use 
to understand the events at the end of the LBA.43
Outside of the dubious historical sources, there 
are more general theories on the ‘Sea Peoples’ 
and their involvement in the collapse of the LBA 
societies.44 While these theories include material 
culture, they are always based on the textual ev-
idence discussed above. Thus, before even begin-
ning, these theories are based on faulty grounds. 
Nevertheless, in general, the theories concerning 
‘Sea Peoples’ fall under Tainter’s ‘Poltergeist mod-
el’ of collapse, where mysterious bands of people 
come along as a deus ex machina sweeping away 
the declining civilisations of the Eastern Mediter-
ranean at the end of the LBA. Many scholars have 
claimed that ‘Sea Peoples’ were part of the reason 
for the fall of the Hittite Empire,45 for Ugarit,46 Cy-
prus,47 and the Southern Levant along with Egypt’s 
control over the region.48 Thus, when taken togeth-
er, it was the ‘Sea Peoples’ invasion which brought 
about the end of the LBA. What will follow here is 
again only a brief look into this complex subject, 
which is still an ongoing area of research in many 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
for any question involving the ‘Sea Peoples’.
The first of these issues is locating the ori-
gins of the ‘Sea Peoples’, and this has been an 
43 For a review of the Ugaritian sources which may dis-
cuss ‘Sea Peoples’, see Knapp/Manning 2016, 118–120.
44 T. Dothan 1982; Sandars 1987; T. Dothan/M. Dothan 
1992; Oren (ed.) 2000; Yasur-Landau 2010a; Killebrew/Leh-
mann 2013 amongst many other articles and large sec-
tions of books dealing with Egypt, Cyprus, Anatolia, Ugarit, 
Greece, and the Southern Levant during the LBA/Iron Age 
transition and the actions of the ‘Sea Peoples’ in those re-
gions.
45 Singer 2000, 27; Yakar 2006, 39–44; Collins 2008, 77–80; 
Beal 2011, 595 f.; Sams 2011, 604.
46 Dever 1992, 103; Singer 1999, 721–733; Liverani 2003a, 
34–37; Yon 2006, 21; Jung 2010, 177.
47 Sandars 1987, 141; Bunimovitz 1998, 106; Singer 1999, 
722; Karageorghis 2000, 274; Steel 2014, 586.
48 Weinstein 1981, 22 f.; Ussishkin 1985, 224; Leonard 
1989, 23–34; Mazar 1990, 287 f.; Dever 1992, 103–107; Gonen 
1992b, 215; Redford 1992, 244–255; Bietak 1993, 292–301; 
Falconer 1994, 308; Stager 1995, 332–346; Ussishkin 2008, 
206–212; Stern 2013, 5 f.
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impossible task, as scholars have tried to rely on 
the vague textual and material culture, both of 
which are problematic. Scholars have tried using 
the names recorded in the Medinet Habu inscrip-
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
rest for the ‘Sea Peoples’, such as the Shekelesh 
and Tjekel/Sikil coming from the island of Sicily 
(Drews 2000, 180–182).49 However, when trying to 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
Cline and O’Connor point out, there is a problem 
when using their Egyptian spellings, as they do 
?????????????????????????? ??????????????????-
????????????????????????????? ???????????????????-
ble (Cline/O’Connor 2003, 109). They go on to say, 
‘the questions remain: who is giving which names, 
and on what grounds, to whom in this Egyptian 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
Of the nine ‘tribes’ of ‘Sea Peoples’, it is only po-
tentially possible to locate the Lukka, as this name 
may refer to the people group in southwestern 
Anatolia by the same name. The Lukka are men-
tioned in earlier Hittite and Alasiyan texts and are 
generally located in southwestern Anatolia. How-
ever, to date, no material culture has been found 
which could be associated with the Lukka people, 
and thus they only exist in texts (Cline/O’Connor 
2003, 111).50 Finally, Voskos and Knapp believe the 
search for the ‘Sea Peoples’ origins through their 
names is a futile effort. They believe the names 
???????????????????????????????????????????????
given the mutable nature of ethnic identity, and 
thus cannot be connected with an ethnic group or 
their material culture (Voskos/Knapp 2008, 664).
Outside of the direct textual evidence, Raban 
used the depictions of the ‘Sea Peoples’ ships to 
indicate they might have come from the Aegean, 
????????????????????????????????????????????????
of the Aegean lightweight galley (Raban 1988, 
264–271). Wachsmann uses the same depictions of 
boats to connect at least some of the ‘Sea Peoples’ 
with the Urnfield culture from central Europe 
49 Drews points out that the Shekelesh and Tjekel may 
have been the same people group who were given different 
renderings to their name at different times with Sikil being 
a different spelling for Tjekel. This notion is also supported 
by Cline/O’Connor (2003, 115).
50 Seven years later, there is still no change as Yasur-Lan-
dau believes the etymological evidence is at best unfocused 
and ambiguous (Yasur-Landau 2010a, 182).
believing they took part in this mass migration 
via ship (Wachsmann 2000, 137). Other places of 
origins for the ‘Sea Peoples’ are Northern Syria 
or Western Anatolia as groups of people moved, 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
The dissolution of the Hittite Empire is, accord-
ing to Sandars, the reason for much of the popu-
lation movement, though it also would have been 
combined with groups of people coming from the 
crumbling Aegean world. Bryce also supports this 
view of the origins of the ‘Sea Peoples’, as he be-
lieves that marauding groups of people broke free 
from the crumbling empire. While the ‘Sea Peo-
ples’ were not the cause of the collapse, accord-
ing to Bryce, they were a symptom and they may 
have helped to accelerate the process (Bryce 1998, 
372 f.). However, the more traditional view is root-
ed in the idea that peoples from the Aegean were 
the true bulk of the ‘Sea Peoples’ phenomena.
The most recent of these theories was pro-
posed by Yasur-Landau. In Yasur-Landau’s view, 
the people of the Aegean knew about the Southern 
Levant for many years, as members of their tribes 
had worked in the armies of pharaoh, traded with 
other people from the Levant, sought out infor-
mation about these foreign lands, and some trad-
ers might have lived in the region to bring back 
information (Yasur-Landau 2010a, 205–207, 325–
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
followed by the initial settlers, and then the main 
migration which would have moved across land 
and sea, a process which would have taken sever-
al decades (Yasur-Landau 2010a, 3171). While Ya-
sur-Landau does not believe there was one great 
mass migration, he does believe that peoples from 
the Aegean gradually migrated through Anatolia, 
the Levant, and Cyprus and came in a multiple 
step process. However, as the Aegeans were mov-
ing through these different lands, other groups of 
people joined them on their journey, thus creating 
a mixed multitude. He claims that this mixing of 
people was mainly men taking women as their 
wives and he bases some of this on an examina-
tion of the female hairstyles at Medinet Habu. The 
women shown in the carts are claimed to have 
hairstyles ranging from Nubian, Syrio-Canaan, 
Anatolian, and one possible example of an Aege-
an hairstyle, while the men all wear the tradition-
al feather headdress or horned helmet of the ‘Sea 
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Peoples’ (Yasur-Landau 2010a, 173). Their settling 
in the Southern Levant is what led to the birth of 
the Philistine material culture, as it represents 
a mixture of the local Canaanite and Aegean ele-
ments which also seems to denote a peaceful mi-
gration rather than a forceful one (Yasur-Landau 
2010a, 288, 329).
While Yasur-Landau’s theory is perhaps a soft-
er version of previous views with ‘Sea Peoples’ de-
stroying everything in their paths, it is supported 
by the same evidence. This is of course the mate-
rial culture with elements connected to foodways 
being claimed as the strongest evidence towards 
an Aegean migration. One such aspect is the 
hearth, which represents a style of cooking where 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
to cook, as was common in the Aegean (Yasur-Lan-
dau 2010a, 130, 236–239; Stager 1995, 346; Kara-
georghis 2000, 266–274; 1998, 276–282). Aegean 
style hearths have been found on Cyprus and in 
the Southern Levant. Along with these hearths 
are new forms of cooking pots, though no tripod 
cooking pots have been found on Cyprus or in 
the Southern Levant, along with local Canaanite 
wares all appearing after the LBA/Iron Age tran-
sition (Yasur-Landau 2010a, 123–130, 236–240). 
Thus, while some aspects of culture would be left 
behind in a migration, the demands for local foods 
would not, and what is represented in the materi-
al culture record is a mixing of foreign and local 
foodways. Another typical aspect associated with 
the appearance of ‘Sea Peoples’ in the Southern 
Levant are cylindrical loom weights (Yasur-Lan-
dau 2010a, 132 f.; Stern 2013, 62; Maeir 2013, 204). 
Recently, DNA analysis of pigs from the Southern 
Levant have been used as evidence of ‘Sea Peo-
ples’ (Meiri ?????? 2013). While these material cul-
tural changes have been used as evidence for the 
‘Sea Peoples’, the most ubiquitous and often cited 
piece of evidence for the ‘Sea Peoples’ migration 
is Myc IIIC, Myc IIIC:1b, LH IIIC:1b, or Philistine 
monochrome pottery.
Locally made LH IIIC:1b pottery is a common 
element of any argument on ‘Sea Peoples’. The 
appearance of this pottery on the coasts of Ana-
tolia, Cyprus, Syria, and the Southern Levant has 
been the strongest argument for the appearance 
of the ‘Sea Peoples’. It has often been noted that 
there was a break with the previous ceramic tradi-
tions practically speaking of the Southern Levant, 
????????????????????????????????????????????????
(T. Dothan 1998, 148). Pottery from the Aegean 
was certainly not uncommon in the LBA, as it was 
a product of interregional exchange. These items 
were made in the Aegean and then shipped to oth-
er parts of the Eastern Mediterranean during the 
14th and 13th cent. BC. However, during LC IIC on 
Cyprus, locally made imitations of Aegean pottery 
were being made and shipped to the Southern Le-
vant and regions of the Eastern Mediterranean 
(Killebrew 2008, 56; Yasur-Landau 2010a, 140).
Beginning in the Iron I on the coastal plain of 
the Southern Levant, locally made LH IIIC:1b pot-
tery was found at Tel Miqne/Ekron, Ashdod, Tell 
????????(Gath), and Ashkelon among other sites. The 
pottery was proved to be locally made, as at Ekron 
it was found in a potter’s kiln, and petrographic 
analysis also demonstrated it was made from lo-
cal clays (Killebrew 2013, 87; Dothan/Ben-Shlomo 
2013, 30). According to Killebrew, this LH IIIC:1b 
pottery most closely resembles LH IIIC pottery 
manufactured on Cyprus during LH IIIA (Kille-
brew 2008, 58). However, Yasur-Landau claims 
that this LH IIIC:1b pottery from the Southern 
Levant most closely resembles the pottery from 
the Aegean, as he claims there are certain Cypri-
ot forms which are not found in Philistia which, if 
they were from Cyprus, should be included (Yasur- 
Landau 2010a, 263, 326). Nevertheless, whether 
they are Aegean or Cypriot forms, the appearance 
of new cooking jugs, and the motifs which are not 
like the local motifs, have all suggested the sud-
den appearance of new peoples in the Southern 
Levant. However, this process seemed to have oc-
curred more gradually in other areas of the East-
ern Mediterranean (Stager 1995, 335; Killebrew 
2008, 59 f.; Dothan/Ben-Shlomo 2013, 33). Nonethe-
less, much like with all parts of the ‘Sea Peoples’ 
narrative, the ceramic evidence is mired in prob-
????????????????????
One problem which has plagued the research 
of LH IIIC:1b is the origin of the style. Yasur-Lan-
dau claims the pottery comes from the Aegean 
(Yasur-Landau 2010a, 263). However, Rutter has 
demonstrated that while some of the forms appear 
to be Aegean, there are many important Aege-
an forms which are missing. Such features range 
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from vertical handles which were common in 
Greece but have not been found in the Southern 
Levant, and several important cooking forms are 
not present in the Levant (Rutter 2013, 553–555). 
Rutter goes on to point out that while the most 
predominate motif in Philistia was the bird and 
????????????????????????? ?????????????????????????
Greek mainland, there were many more motifs 
which existed but are simply not present in Phil-
istia (Rutter 2013, 556 f.). Yasur-Landau, however, 
strongly disagrees with these points, as he believes 
that the pottery of the Southern Levant represents 
a full assemblage even if they do not have as many 
types as those found in the Aegean (Yasur-Landau 
2010a, 263). He says, ‘Claims of the meaningful ab-
sence of some LH IIIC types from the Levantine 
assemblage should be dismissed’ (Yasur-Landau 
2010a, 263). While Yasur-Landau stakes his claim 
in Aegean forms, Killebrew focus on the similar-
ities between the White Painted wheel-made III 
pottery from Cyprus and LH IIIC:1b pottery on 
the Southern Levant. She claims that, because of 
the similarities between the two pottery styles, at 
least some of those found in the Southern Levant 
may have had origins on Cyprus (Killebrew 2008, 
54–65; 2013, 79–95). Stern also claims Cypriot or-
igins for the material culture from ?????????????? 
and other sites in the Carmel region (Stern 2013, 
27–41).
More recently, Gilboa and Sharon have 
claimed the pottery at ???????????????????????????
an invasion of people, but rather a gradual change 
over time (Sharon/Gilboa 2013, 393–468). Leh-
mann has made a similar claim about LH IIIC:1b 
pottery in the Northern Levant, as he believes the 
Aegeanising pottery in Syria is the result of contin-
ued cultural change rather than short term inva-
sion (Lehmann 2013, 265–328). In addition to all 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
issue is that at a site like Tel Miqne/Ekron, forty to 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????
???????????????????????????????????????????????????-
tine Pentapolis (Dothan/Ben-Shlomo 2013, 32; 
T. Dothan 1997, 100; Stager 1995, 334). Even Stager, 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????-
ples’, notes that the Philistine Bichrome pottery 
?????????????????????????????????????? ???????-
es from the LB I Canaanite Bichrome wares, and 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
patterns. He states the forms of the Philistine Bi-
???????????????????????????????????????????????
in Canaan and Cyprus along with those from the 
Aegean (Stager 1995, 335). However, whether it 
was the result of hybridisation or something else 
cannot be said. Overall, the question of where 
the pottery styles came from along with the  other 
types of material culture still has no answer. 
Whether it came from the Aegean, Cyprus, or was 
a hybridisation is still unclear, even after decades 
of research. LH IIIC:1b pottery has become so 
ubiquitous in the ‘Sea Peoples’ arguments that Gil-
boa and Sharon have gone so far as to call it ‘the 
tyranny of Myc IIIC:1b Early and so forth’ (Sharon/
Gilboa 2013, 465).
In a recent article, Middleton (2015) has 
demonstrated that none of the traditionally used 
markers of Aegean origins for the ‘Sea Peoples’ 
conclusively points to a migration event beginning 
in Greece (Middleton 2015). He states: ‘This brief 
survey suggests that no archaeological evidence, 
and no category of evidence, alone or in concert, is 
enough to prove beyond doubt that any Mycenae-
an or Aegean migration took place, nor that such 
people ‘became’ Philistines. Philistine material cul-
ture is clearly a bricolage that draws inspiration 
?????????????????????????? ??????????????????? ???
any simple way the ethnicity of its makers/users, 
the majority of whom seem likely to have been lo-
cal’ (Middleton 2015, 59).
While Middleton doubts any kind of Aegean 
migration, there are some pieces of evidence out-
side of material culture which may point to some 
people arriving in the Southern Levant from the 
Aegean. A study conducted by Meiri ?????? found 
that modern day pigs and boars from Israel have 
European pig DNA. They went on to analyse pig 
bones from archaeological excavations, and found 
that around 900 BC, pigs in the Southern Levant 
started to have European pig haplotypes in their 
DNA. From their research, they say there is also 
some evidence of this process beginning in the 
Iron I period. The authors of this study suggest-
ed that the migrating ‘Sea Peoples’ brought their 
pigs with them, and over the course of 250 years, 
the European pig DNA became more prevalent 
in the pigs of the Southern Levant and is now 
prevalent in modern day pigs in Israel. In addi-
tion to this, only the pigs from modern day Israel 
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have the European pig haplotypes, and it is not 
found in other regions such as Egypt, Syria, Tur-
key, Armenia, Iraq, and Iran (Meiri? ??? ??? 2013, 
1–6). Moreover, plants from the Aegean begin 
to appear in the Southern Levant during the 12th 
cent. BC (Frumin ?????? 2015, 1–9). This is certainly 
not conclusive evidence that people from the Ae-
gean arrived en masse, though it does leave open 
the possablity that some people from the Aegean 
did arrive in the Southern Levant at the end of 
the Late Bronze Age. At ?????????????(Gath), recent 
radiocarbon dates place the arrival of the locally 
made LH IIIC pottery in the 13th cent. BC rather 
than in the 12th cent. BC though these results have 
recently been challenged by a separate set of radi-
ocarbon dates derived from Tel Azekah (Asscher 
?????? 2015a, 846–848; Webster ?????? 2018). Thus, 
as Hitchcock and Maeir suggest, the arrival of the 
‘Sea Peoples’ would have been a long drawn-out 
process rather than a single influx (Hitchcock/
Maeir 2014).
What is now hopefully clear are the severe 
problems with the ‘Sea Peoples’ narrative and its 
use as a theory for the end of the LBA. Both the 
textual and material culture sources are plagued 
with theoretical issues, unanswered questions, hot 
debate, and staunch personal opinions. Neither 
group of evidence is strong nor conclusive by it-
self; when put together, they only create a theory 
which cannot stand. Scholars like van de Mieroop 
state: ‘They [the Sea Peoples] did exist and caused 
trouble, but we no longer regard them as the sole 
and crucial factor that ended the Late Bronze 
Age’ (van de Mieroop 2010, 246). However, the 
evidence is still not clear if the ‘Sea Peoples’ even 
caused trouble, as destruction layers have often 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
of the ‘Sea Peoples’. Yet, there is very little evi-
dence of destruction events in the Philistine Pen-
tapolis or elsewhere along the coast and inland 
of the Southern Levant (Millek 2017, 118–132). 
While there is a clear phenomenon which occurs 
across great spans of the Eastern Mediterranean, 
it is my opinion that we are still far away from un-
derstanding this phenomenon. What the texts re-
ally mean, where the new material culture styles 
originated, whether or not there was a hybridi-
sation, whether or not large amounts of people 
moved, whether or not ideas moved without the 
people they originated with, are all problems with 
no clear answers. However, there is still an even 
deeper problem with the ‘Sea Peoples’ theory, and 
that is its roots in the Victorian Period.
As Silberman so eloquently demonstrated, the 
??????????????????????????????????????????????-
rounding area was seen in the Victorian Period 
in the context of social Darwinism. This view saw 
superior races moving and replacing the inferior 
ones for whatever reason they might have had for 
relocating (Silberman 1998, 269 f.). The concept 
??????????? ???? ?????????????????????????????????-
an expansion (van de Mieroop 2010, 246). It was 
believed the Philistines or ‘Sea Peoples’ were the 
cultured race coming from Europe who replaced 
the barbarous ‘Canaanites’. However, during the 
Late Victorian and Early Edwardian Periods and 
on the eve of World War I, there was a growing 
fear of invasion, and many books were written on 
the subject. Thus, this fear of invasion was trans-
ferred to the idea of the ‘Sea Peoples’ who were 
pictured as a barbarian force with the latest in 
military technology (Silberman 1998, 270–272). As 
Middleton describes it: ‘The rest is the product of 
modern interpretation and over a century of accu-
mulated scholarship’ (Middleton 2015, 49).
2.6.2. Robert Drews and the Catastrophe of 
the Late Bronze Age
Robert Drews’ book ‘The End of the Bronze 
Age: Changes in Warfare and the Catastrophe 
ca. 1200 B.C.’ details his version of exactly what 
occurred throughout the Eastern Mediterranean 
at the end of the LBA. While this theory is rather 
different than that of the ‘Sea Peoples’, it does in-
voke some of the same evidence and ideas, such as 
‘Sea Peoples’ and the previously discussed textual 
evidence. Drews calls the events beginning in the 
last quarter of the 13th cent. and ending around 
1175 BC ‘the catastrophe’ (Drews 1993, 4, 7). He 
describes the events which took place at this time 
as ‘arguably the worst disaster in ancient histo-
ry, even more calamitous than the collapse of the 
western Roman Empire’ (Drews 1993, 3). The gen-
eral idea of Drews’ narrative revolves around a 
change in warfare and military technology. He be-
???????????????????????????????? ??????????????????
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of any army from the Aegean to Egypt was the 
chariot. While other scholars would argue that the 
chariot was the supporting element in an army, 
Drews disagrees. According to him, there was no 
large standing army of infantrymen, as foot sol-
????????????????????????????????????????????????
small guerilla factions or would have acted as run-
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
the Great Kings, the battles would have taken 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
the opposite armies could rush each other, while 
archers standing on the chariot platforms would 
????????????????????????????????????????????????????
from a chariot, or if a chariot broke down, then the 
runners or infantry would come and kill the fallen 
charioteer. Drews claims this is in general how the 
Battle of Kadesh played out, and despite the possi-
ble 8,000 to 19,000 infantrymen on the Hittite side, 
they would not have played much of a role in the 
battle, as it was mainly a place for the charioteers 
?????????????????????????????
Drews claims that this style of warfare last-
ed throughout the LBA until the closing years. 
He states that a change in warfare can be seen in 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
year, Ramesses’ III battle against the Libyans in his 
????????????????????????????????????????????????????
in his eighth year. According to Drews’ interpre-
tations of these battles and their reliefs, he claims 
that the invading armies were mainly foot soldiers 
and that both pharaohs fought against large num-
bers of infantrymen. He uses the number of dead 
??????????????????????????????????????? ?????????
claimed to have killed around 9,000 invaders and 
Ramesses III some 12,535 invaders (Drews 1993, 
20 f., 158–163). While these invaders might have 
been a problem before, Drews claims these bar-
barians and raiders were armed with new forms 
of military technology such as greaves, corselets, 
round shields, the Naue Type II sword, and jave-
????? ????? ???? ????????????????????????????????-
ing. Armed with these new weapons, the raiders 
would have used surprise attacks to catch their 
enemies off guard. From there, when the chariot 
????????????????????????????????????????????????
fought against them with long javelins, killing the 
horses and leaving the rest to close-range combat. 
However, empires like Egypt would not have had 
a standing army to defend against this style of 
warfare, and they also would have fallen against 
the new slashing and thrusting Naue Type II 
sword which was brought from Northern Italy 
(Drews 1993, 173–211).51
In Drews’ view, regular people who had been 
under the oppression of the great empires of the 
LBA at some point in time realised they had the 
weapons in hand to destroy them and to take what 
they wanted. All they needed to do was to attack 
en masse, as they found the empires chariot based 
armies could not stand against surprise attacks 
or their new weapons. From here, Drews claims 
that it was no single force which brought about 
the ‘catastrophe’, rather it was separate groups of 
raiders and local peoples who brought about the 
end of their respective regions. Greece fell to at-
tackers from less civilised northern Greece, Troy 
also fell to attackers from the north, Ugarit fell to 
raiders who came by sea, as Drews claims several 
????????? ????????????????????????????????????????-
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
down through Syria. Parts of the Southern Levant 
fell to the ‘Philistines’ who Drews claims were not 
a foreign group of people. Rather, they were the 
traditional people who lived in the hinterland sur-
rounding the Pentapolis. The region surrounding 
?????????????? was taken by other groups of raid-
ers such as the Tjekru or the Denye, who Drews 
believes was the later tribe of Dan. Other cities 
in the Southern Levant such as Hazor, Lachish, 
and ?????????? ??? had fallen to ‘Israelites’ who, in 
Drews’ mind, were seminomadic tribesmen who 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
Jordan Valley (Drews 1993, 209–220). Then, at the 
end, raiders from Sicily and the ‘Philistines’ came 
to attack Egypt as they sought to capture ‘cattle, 
gold, women, and whatever else caught their eye’ 
(Drews 1993, 221). However, Ramesses III was able 
to improvise, and put his chariot force in a second-
ary position allowing him to stem the tide of the 
raiders who had already plundered most of the 
rest of the Eastern Mediterranean. After this turn-
ing point in warfare, chariots were abandoned as 
the main military force, and hand-to-hand com-
?????????????????????????????????????????? ???????
51 See also Jung/Mehofer 2009 for a discussion on the ori-
gins of the Naue Type II sword.
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bronze and then later of iron, was adopted by the 
surrounding countries (Drews 1993, 221–225).
????????????????????????????????????????????-
cient response to circumstances and poltergeist 
models of collapse. The problems which Taint-
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
Drews’ model; however, those are not the only 
problems which run rampant in this theory. Lit-
tauer and Crouwel point out the main weakness 
of Drews’ argument which is his assertion that 
chariots were the central weapon of war during 
the LBA. They note that chariots were costly to 
build and maintain, as was the training of chari-
oteers (Littauer/Crouwel 1996, 298). This problem 
of cost would have kept them as a minimal part of 
warfare or hunting. In addition to the cost prob-
lem, there is also the issue of how Drews describes 
chariot warfare as two companies facing each 
other, rushing each other, turning around, and re-
peating the process until one line is broken. This 
style of warfare would have been impossible, as it 
would have destroyed both one’s own chariot and 
the enemy’s. Chariot axles projected out 25cm on 
either side of the chariot, meaning that, in order 
to avoid crashing into one another, the chariots 
would have needed to have been perfectly spaced 
apart from one another. However, if one chariot 
fell, the formation would have been broken, caus-
ing a pile up of both friendly and enemy chariots. 
Drews’ chariot warfare also would not have been 
suited for large regions such as in Greece, where 
rough and broken terrain would not have allowed 
for this type of warfare to take place; thus leaving 
only hand to hand combat as an option (Littauer/
Crouwel 1996, 298 f.).
???????????????????????????????????????????
time in his narrative of the ‘catastrophe’. While 
Drews finds the change to armed hand-to-hand 
combat a very rapid change, in reality, according 
to his own theory, it took place over a 100-year 
time span, which encompassed many generations 
of people and which would have been more than 
enough time for the empires to adapt to changes 
in warfare (Haggis 1995, 323 f.). Dickinson also 
asks, if these barbarians did attack, where did they 
go afterwards, and where is the evidence for their 
existence in the material culture? Why, if they 
were the most powerful military force in the East-
ern Mediterranean, did they not continue on as a 
powerful force for generations to come? Addition-
ally, how can we know that the raiders were the 
??????????????????????? ????????????????????????????
the empires who Drews claims were crushed by it? 
(Dickinson 2010, 488 f.). Another problem Drews 
faces is that his theory does not explain why the 
empires fell; he does not address the culturally 
specific variables for each region he discussed, 
or the socio-political and economic factors which 
were sure to have played some kind of role in the 
collapse (Haggis 1995, 324; Littauer/Crouwel 1996, 
300). Drews also explains neither how a large 
group of people were able to obtain the bronze to 
make massive amounts of swords, armour, and 
javelins heads, nor how these groups were able to 
amass this armoury without being noticed by the 
local rulers.52
Outside of these problems, Drews’ theory suc-
cumbs to many more severe issues. One of these is 
his reliance on the very few textual sources avail-
?????????????????????????????????????????????????-
ples’ on which he bases his theory. I have already 
demonstrated the major problems with these texts, 
and their laudatory nature. They were not meant 
to be an accurate depiction of a battle or warfare, 
rather they were intended to make the Pharaoh 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
on earth. Drews even acknowledges the problem 
that the LBA texts do not give a picture of warfare 
and that his extrapolations are only guesses. While 
guesses and inferences are an important part of 
archaeological research, there is also a point in 
which they go too far, and this is true of Drews. 
In wanting to prove his theory, he has stretched, 
selectively picked, and abandoned evidence not 
based on their merit, rather solely on what he 
could use to further his theory. One good example 
of this is his use of the textual evidence. In argu-
ing that the Greeks during the LBA used chariots 
as their main tactical weapon, Drews claims the 
writings of Homer are wrong. Homer does not 
describe the use of chariots in war, which would 
lead most scholars to believe that if Homer’s writ-
ing correlate to the LBA in Greece, then the chariot 
52 Drews does state that some of the barbarians would 
have been armed by the empire they were employed by, but 
this does not explain how massive amounts of people could 
have been furnished with weapons.
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was not the main weapon of war. However, Drews 
believes that Homer was simply ignorant of char-
iot warfare, as the chariot was no longer impor-
tant in his time, since the oral tradition of Greece 
did not keep this information (Drews 1993, 117 f.). 
Nevertheless, Drews uses poems from India dating 
to the 1st mill. BC to describe how chariots would 
have been used in Greece and other parts of the 
Eastern Mediterranean. He claims that the people 
in India had a better oral tradition than the peo-
ple in Greece; however, neither of these claims are 
based on any real evidence (Drews 1993, 125). To 
Drews, the people of Greece forgot about chariot 
warfare as it would further his model, as these 
assumptions are not based at all on anything re-
motely factual, there being nothing archaeological 
to support this claim. Moreover, the same can be 
said for one of the key pieces of evidence Drews 
presented for his catastrophe narrative. That is, 
the widespread destruction events throughout the 
Eastern Mediterranean.
Drews lists nine sites in the Southern Levant 
destroyed at the end of the LBA, and more in the 
text. While he claims that these destructions are 
not the cause of the ‘collapse’, he does see them as 
part of it and a signal for his view of massive war-
fare (Drews 1993, 4). However, a number of the 
sites he claims were destroyed have no destruction 
events, such as Acco, Ashkelon, and ??????????. In 
the case of ????????? ? ???, while Drews claims the 
site was destroyed by the ‘Israelites’ (Drews 1993, 
220), there is clear evidence that the small sanctu-
ary was destroyed by an earthquake.53 Moreover, 
Drews has compressed time in his map of destruc-
tion. For example, the destruction of Hazor which 
took place around 1250 BC is listed at the same 
time as sites like Megiddo and Beth-Shean, whose 
destructions both occurred around 1130 BC. These 
??????????????????????????????????????????????-
er as at least 100 years separates them, meaning 
not only would all the people involved in any way 
with the destruction of Hazor be dead, but most 
likely all of their children would be as well, and 
even many of their grandchildren. Consequent-
ly, the separation between these events is not one 
53 For a full description of all of these ‘destruction’ events, 
see chapter 5 and Millek 2017.
lifetime, but several, and by the time any destruc-
tion event occurred at Megiddo or Beth-Shean, the 
destruction of Hazor was already history. Taking 
another example, the 701 BC destruction of La-
chish (Ussishkin 1982) would not be put together 
with the 604 BC destruction of Ashkelon (Stager 
2011), because the historical sources indicate these 
destruction events occurred because of different 
means, empires, and people, even though they are 
only separated by ca. 97 years, not the possible 
120 years between the destruction of Hazor and 
Megiddo.
To Drews’ credit, a large section of his book is 
devoted to re-examining the theories for the end 
of the LBA in the Eastern Mediterranean, demon-
strating many of the issues inherent in these oth-
er theories. However, Drews’ narrative too falls 
to many of the same problems of over estimating 
evidence, placing weight into an idea that is not 
supported by the archaeology or simply making 
inaccurate statements.54 All in all, while there are 
many interesting references and a great deal of 
information about warfare, one cannot know how 
much of it can be trusted, as it was placed into the 
book through a heavy set lens, trying to squeeze 
??????????????????????????????????????? ??????-
chaeological or the historical record.
2.6.3. Systems Collapse or the Straw that 
Broke the Camel’s Back
One of the more popular theories for the collapse 
of the LBA Eastern Mediterranean is systems col-
lapse. While this term is often used, it can have 
different meanings depending on whether the sys-
tem collapse came about through a world system 
or Peer Polity Interaction. Thus, whenever one 
comes across a theory invoking a system collapse, 
it should always be noted what the underlying 
54 One example of this is when Drews states that Kition 
was destroyed at the end of the LBA (Drews 1993, 11 f.). 
In his citation, he lists Karageorghis 1992. However, when 
looking at the reference, Karageorghis states: ‘At Kition, ma-
jor rebuilding was carried out in both excavated Areas I and 
II, but there is no evidence for violent destruction; on the 
contrary, we observe a cultural continuity’ (Karageorghis 
1992, 80). This is a blatant contradiction and the exact oppo-
site of what Drews has claimed the same with several of the 
‘destruction’ events in the Southern Levant.
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theory for this system is. Nevertheless, no mat-
ter which theory is invoked, a system collapse is 
????????????????????? ????????????????????????????
closely interrelated social subsystems of a com-
plex society affects other social and economic in-
stitutions, resulting in a domino-like breakdown 
of the entire system, including patterns of produc-
tion and established trade networks’ (Killebrew 
2005, 36). With the mention of the word ‘trade’, it 
is clear systems collapse will be important to this 
overall discussion. Several theories exist which 
bring about the end of the Bronze Age because 
of a break in trade which caused a systems col-
lapse. This topic will be a major theme in the com-
ing chapters and will be examined in more de-
tail. However, in this section I will examine some 
of the tenets for both the world system and Peer 
Polity Interaction system collapse theories. Addi-
tionally, systems collapse is often times combined 
with other theories, such as the ‘Sea Peoples’, cli-
mate change, earthquakes, raiders, amongst other 
factors. These theories will combine the system 
collapse as the secondary part of the theory to ex-
plain the collapse, with the prime mover being one 
of the above which resulted in a system collapse.
World systems theory came about in the 1960s 
and 1970s as a new method of examining inter-
connected economic relations within modern day 
societies. The model became popular in the so-
cial sciences as it mixed both systems theory and 
a Marxist perspective, and it was used to study 
the development of economic and social relations 
(Killebrew 2005, 23). This theory was originally 
used to study capitalist societies, but soon it was 
applied to pre-capitalist societies, and back to the 
Bronze Age in the Eastern Mediterranean. The 
world systems theory is based on the ideas of the 
core and periphery, where an economic core ex-
ploits peripheral regions, while these peripheral 
regions are then closely contacted to the econom-
ic core. Outside of the core and periphery, there 
is also the semi-periphery which served as an 
in- between or middleman between the core and 
the periphery. Lastly, there is the external zone, 
or those areas which are not contacted to the sys-
tem (Killebrew 2005; Renfrew 1987, 133 f.). In the 
case of the LBA world system it is argued that, 
Egypt, Hittite Anatolia, Assyria, Babylon, and parts 
of Mycenaean Greece would have acted as cores, 
Cyprus, Cilicia, the Dodecanese, and some major 
city states in the Levant acted as semi-peripher-
ies, and the remaining portions of the Levant, 
and the marginal areas of Egypt, Anatolia, and 
the Aegean were the peripheries (Killebrew 2005, 
24–31).55 This view placed the ‘Great Kings’ at the 
top of the economic cores, who then exploited the 
peripheries which they controlled, while the semi- 
peripheries acted as go-betweens for the cores or 
for the core and periphery, as the semi-periphery 
could serve as a buffer between the core and the 
pressures coming from the peripheries (Killebrew 
2005, 23 f.). Killebrew constructed this world sys-
tem, based on the interregional exchange net-
works seen in the treaties between the LBA ‘Great 
Kings’ (Killebrew 2005, 37–42).
Frank also suggested a world system in the 
Eastern Mediterranean which he stretches over 
several thousand years. In his model, there is 
an economic cycle of ascending and descend-
ing phases which took place over the course of 
hundreds of years. For the case of the LBA, he 
describes that from 1400 through 1200 BC, the 
Eastern Mediterranean entered into an econom-
ic ascending phase which was abruptly stopped 
around 1200 BC. This collapse brought the Eastern 
Mediterranean world system into an economic de-
scending phase which lasted from 1200 to 1000 BC, 
otherwise known as the ‘Dark Age’ (Frank 1993, 
389–397): Several different causes have been giv-
en as to why this world system broke down. Kille-
brew summarises the possible causes for a system 
collapse as ‘Drought, plague, reduction in arable 
land, increase in nomadism, the revolt of peasants, 
the defection of mercenaries, an increase in social 
problems, overpopulation or depopulation, or a 
combination of several culprits mentioned above’ 
(Killebrew 2005, 36). All of these suggestions have 
been used to some extent or another, and here I 
will only focus on some, as others will be dis-
cussed in the remainder of this chapter and in the 
following chapters.
Betancourt suggested Mycenaean Greece fell 
because of a disruption of the palace system. This 
disruption was caused perhaps by invasions or 
55 Killebrew does not include Mitanni, though it would 
seem logical that it should be included as a core area at least 
until it was subdivided between the Hittites and Assyria.
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also drought, but once the system failed, it caused 
people to move and migrate. This would have only 
made the situation worse in the remaining parts 
of the Eastern Mediterranean, causing general 
system collapse (Betancourt 2000, 300 f.). Dever 
also suggests a system collapse for Palestine, cit-
ing problems with subsistence which were cou-
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
administration, and the movement of peoples, 
such as the ‘Sea Peoples’, all brought about a sys-
tems collapse (Dever 1992, 107). Frank suggests it 
was the introduction of iron weapons and tools 
coupled with the movement of peoples at the end 
of the LBA which broke the system (Frank 1993, 
???????????????????????????????????????????????
and applies system theory stating that a ‘gradual 
change in the role of the foot soldiers from 1275 
to 1176 acted as positive feedback to the equilibri-
um of the palatial system, ultimately changing the 
military role, prestige, and power of the nobility 
and royal elite’, which over time could have led to 
a system collapse (Haggis 1995, 324). Liverani does 
not point to one single system collapsing. Rather, 
he believes that each region’s system collapsed for 
????????????????????????????????????????????????
believes internal and socio-economic factors were 
preeminent over external factors such as migrat-
ing people (Liverani 1987, 69 f.).
World system theory has a general appeal, so 
much so it may go unquestioned that a tight in-
terwoven system existed in the LBA Eastern Med-
iterranean. This is the case in several recent vol-
umes where the LBA system is taken for granted, 
based on a maximal interpretation of limited evi-
dence (Monroe 2009, 284–298; Cline 2014, 160–163; 
Knapp/Manning 2016). Yet, there are still many 
questions which must be answered, as they are 
crucial for any argument invoking world system 
theory as a means for collapse. Hall and Chase-
Dunn noted that there is the ever-present problem 
???????????????????????????????????????????????-
edness were (Hall/Chase-Dunn 1993, 125). For the 
LBA, trade and interregional exchange have often 
been cited as the interconnecting factors between 
the various regions of the Near East and Eastern 
Mediterranean. However, this ‘connection’ is of-
ten times based on the maximal interpretation of 
minimal evidence, or the use of the archaeolog-
ical adage ‘absence of evidence is not evidence of 
absence’. Thus even when entire sections of ev-
idence are not apparent in either the archaeolog-
????????????????????????????????????????????????????
with ‘informed imagination’ (S. Sherratt 2010, 91). 
The ideas of contact and connections are often tak-
en as the same process. This, along with historical 
and archaeological evidence, will be presented in 
the following chapters to examine in part the idea 
of this world system based on interregional ex-
change, which may not be as strong as it is often 
times assumed to be. Moreover, aside from contact 
vs. connection, Hall and Chase-Dunn also point out 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
example of sweet potatoes reaching Hawaii from 
Peru which had a large impact on the islands’ abil-
ity to cultivate large semi-arid regions. However, 
this could have come about through diffusion and 
not a world system (Hall/Chase-Dunn 1993, 126).
??????????????????????????????? ?????????????
de Mieroop believes there was no world system 
during the LBA based on the core and periphery 
system mentioned above. He states: ‘We cannot 
say that the economies were tied together with 
a technologically advanced core taking advan-
tage of the periphery exploiting it for its resourc-
es and turning production into a supply system 
… all countries provided raw materials as well 
as expertise’ (van de Mieroop 2010, 230). He goes 
on to say there was no pre-capitalist world sys-
tem in the Eastern Mediterranean, but the region 
acted under Peer Polity Interactions. He believes 
that each region was in some way equal to each 
other, whether that was in terms of political and 
military power, or in their ability to produce spe-
cialised crafts, or art. Thus, for each polity to sur-
vive, they needed the resources of the other pol-
ities. They maintained this through a common 
worldview and identity, which he says can be 
seen in any of the political correspondences from 
the period (van de Mieroop 2010, 230–233). How-
ever, this system that the Peer Polity Interactions 
creates can also suffer from a system collapse. As 
Renfrew and Cherry note, Peer Polities typically 
collapse in groups. Single complex entities part of 
Peer Polity Interaction do not collapse alone, as 
interconnected economies could cause all to fall if 
one falls (Renfrew/Cherry 1986, 155). Thus, in van 
de Mieroop’s view, the reason the LBA Peer Polity 
system did not fall when Mitanni was conquered 
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was because it was immediately absorbed into the 
Hittite empire and Assyria, leaving the balance of 
power with the status quo (van de Mieroop 2010, 
234). In general, the Peer Polity system can col-
lapse due to similar reasons as a world system; 
however, the way in which these regions interact-
ed differ depending on which model one uses.
While more issues with system collapse will 
come up in the course of this discussion, there is 
one major issue which must be addressed. One of 
the key components of any system collapse theo-
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
or the straw that broke the camel’s back. How-
ever, herein lies one of the greatest unanswered 
?????????? ???????????????????????????????????????
Various scholars would point to the Aegean, to 
Anatolia, or to Ugarit; however, there is no de-
?????????????? ???????????? ??????????????????????
Never theless, there is no answer to this impor-
tant question, as the dating methods we have at 
our disposal cannot determine the exact course 
of events, as the collapse in each region took 
place perhaps only years apart. Another problem 
in this theory is the question of Cyprus. If Cyprus 
was a major factor in the system, why did it not 
collapse until about 100 years after the other re-
gions had collapsed? If there was a highly con-
nected economy or system, it would only make 
sense that Cyprus would have collapsed at the 
same time. However, the fact it did not means 
that the ‘LBA system’ must be reconsidered. Ad-
ditionally, there are other smaller problems with 
using system collapse.
One such problem are the general terms core 
and periphery. These are often used to describe 
large regions such as Egypt and the Southern Le-
vant; however, Renfrew has also used these terms 
to describe the interactions between the Mycenae-
an palaces and their hinterlands (Renfrew 1987, 
134–136)? Thus, the question remains, was each 
core subdivided into a main core with its own set 
of peripheries and semi-peripheries? Was each pe-
riphery divided into core city states with other re-
gions acting as peripheries in a periphery? If it is 
true that each region could be subdivided like this, 
it would only make the situation even more com-
plex. We can start to ask questions such as, how did 
the actions of the Apiru in the Southern Levant af-
fect Hittite Anatolia? Questions like this are valid in 
a world system or in Peer Polity Interaction model, 
???????????????????????????????????????? ????????
???????????????????????????????????????????????
occurred at the end of the LBA. Another theoreti-
cal problem comes from Renfrew, who posits that 
when a system collapse occurs in a world system, 
there will be a movement of people from the pe-
ripheries to the core (Renfrew 1987, 136). Howev-
er, in the Southern Levant, we have the opposite ef-
fect, as large amounts of people moved away from 
the city-states to the central hill country. Problems 
???????????????????????????? ????????????????????
systems collapse as a method of explaining the LBA 
collapse.
2.6.4. Socio-Economic Problems, Debt and 
Peasant Revolts
One theory which has recently gained in popular-
ity is the economic oppression of the masses by 
an overburdening administrative system, which 
eventually led to a peasant revolt. While economic 
problems are generally a part of LBA collapse the-
ories, this one in particular is based on growing 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
to propose this, as he believed Syria during the 
LBA was much harsher towards its people than 
in the MBA. He stated that debts were no longer 
cancelled, slaves were not freed, and people who 
???????????????????????????????????????????????-
tually led to a socio-economic crisis and a system 
collapse (Liverani 1987, 69). More recently, Live-
rani expanded on this argument for the whole of 
the Levant and Anatolia, basing his arguments on 
LBA vassal treaties between Hatti and Ugarit or 
other textual evidence from the MBA. He states 
that, from 1900–1600 BC, the king of a given area 
acted in a ‘paternalistic’ manner. Thus, if a family 
became indebted or sold themselves into slavery 
to pay off a debt, the king would issue the occa-
sional edict for the remission of all debts. This al-
lowed farmers to remain free, and enslaved debt-
ors would be able to go back to their lands. He also 
states that, during the MBA, land had to stay with-
in a given family unit and could not fall into the 
hands of a stranger. This meant that families could 
both keep their lands and their free lives, helping 
to keep tensions between farmers and the elites at 
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a minimum (Liverani 2003a, 26). However, with 
the close of the MBA, this all changed.
At the end of the MBA and the beginning of 
the LBA, kings lost their ‘paternalistic’ attitude, 
taking on a more entrepreneurial approach. No 
more edicts were issued to forgive debts or free 
slaves, and even if an edict had been previously 
passed, clauses were added which stated: ‘Even in 
the event of an edict of remission this person can-
not be redeemed’ (Liverani 2003a, 26 f.). Thus, the 
rulers became the major creditors in the land and 
??????????? ????????????????????????????????????
who would have to become slaves to the king or 
sell parts of their family into slavery to pay their 
debts. Land also slipped out of families as it be-
came more commonplace to sell land to people 
outside of the family, leaving farmers without land 
and freedom. This left only one option for these 
????????????????????????????????????????????????-
erani 2003a). However, treaties between states 
and vassals at that time included extradition trea-
ties, making it impossible for farmers to flee to 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
more marginal areas where their debtors could 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
people like the Apiru or the Shasu. These groups 
of wandering nomads and runaway indebted 
farmers became thorns to local rulers as they at-
tacked cities, made raids, and were an ever-pres-
ent threat to palace stability. With this, there was 
an ever-growing fear in the palaces that all the in-
debted farmers would join these nomads and rise 
up against them, creating a social unrest making 
the backdrop for the collapse of the Eastern Medi-
terranean (Liverani 2003a, 27–29).
Liverani proposes multiple causes which tru-
ly brought about the end of the LBA, such as the 
invading ‘Sea Peoples’ and climatic factors. How-
ever, the reason the empires fell and palaces 
were never built again was because they had al-
ready been weakened by a socio-economic crisis 
brought about through increased debt and slav-
ery (Liverani 2003a, 32–47). Klengel has also pro-
posed a similar model for Syria and Anatolia, as 
he uses the same textual data to conclude there 
was a growing socio-economic crisis. This crisis 
was made worse by several years of dry weath-
er, which only increased pressures on the local 
people and which eventually helped to break 
down the economy and palace system, leading 
to the collapse (Klengel 2013, 342 f.). Van de Mie-
roop also uses similar evidence in his theory of 
the collapse. In his view, using the Peer Polity In-
teraction, he sees the great empires at the time in 
constant competition. Each court had to emulate 
the other court, whether that was in the grandeur 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
in front of visitors, or the size and power of their 
armies. This elite emulation competition was an 
arena which only the richest and most powerful 
in the society could take part in, and the masses 
of peasants were the ones who bore the weight of 
this competition both economically and physically 
(van de Mieroop 2010, 332 f.). Indebtedness affect-
ed the economic situation of the peasant masses, 
but warfare affected them physically, as able bod-
ied men were removed from farming, forced into 
battles where they lost life and limb only to return 
to a lifestyle where they were indebted to their 
ruler. All of this, along with heavy taxation, cor-
vée, and the heavy thumb of the ruling elites cre-
ated a situation which led to uprisings throughout 
the Eastern Mediterranean, bringing about the 
end of the Peer Polity system as its fundamental 
characteristics disappeared in the following peri-
od (van de Mieroop 2010, 237).56
These theories would fall under Tainter’s ‘Con-
flict/Contradictions/Mismanagement’ theory for 
collapse, and they do suffer from the faults Tainter 
listed. If there was a peasant revolt, why did they 
not establish a new government, one which took 
over from the old regime and was better suited to 
the needs of the people? This is not to say that bad 
governments did not exist at the time or that they 
could not have oppressed the people, but in gener-
al, it does not explain why the LBA societies would 
have collapsed. Outside of these basic theoretical 
56 One must give van de Mieroop credit as he states ‘My 
suggestions of what happened and why also – of course – re-
????? ????????????????????????? ??????????????????? ???????
on to state that ‘It is impossible to detail an increase in social 
tension over time or a crisis in internal relations around the 
year 1200… [And] admittedly, much of this is conjecture. Yet, 
although social discontent was not the sole cause of the end 
of the Late Bronze Age, I maintain that it was an important 
contributing factor’ (van de Mieroop 2010, 294). In my opin-
ion, this is the proper way of proposing a theory for the col-
lapse of the LBA. While van de Mieroop would stand by it, 
he does admit there are problems.
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problems, there exist many other problems with 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
about debt, slavery, and so on is based on MBA 
texts, or Hittite and Syrian texts from the LBA. 
What this means is, these texts cannot be used to 
explain the situation in any region outside of Ana-
tolia or parts of Syria. We neither know how debt 
was handled in the Southern Levant, nor do we 
know if the situation in Syria was the same. Addi-
tionally, we cannot tell if the situation in Syria or 
Anatolia was as bad as the texts are interpreted to 
be. Moreover, these theories do not and cannot ex-
plain what happed in Mycenaean Greece or on Cy-
prus. There is no way of knowing how people on 
Cyprus were ruled or how taxation and debt were 
administered. Thus, at most, these theories can 
shed some light on the possible economic situation 
in parts of Anatolia and parts of Syria, but do noth-
ing to explain the ‘collapse’ in general.
What these theories demonstrate is the exact 
problem Silberman discussed, which is that ar-
chaeological theories will represent and reflect 
the current socio-political and economic issues. At 
the time of this writing, there is a great amount of 
political debate concerning the rich getting richer 
and the social inequalities between the  ninety -nine 
percent of the population who are poor and the 
one percent of the ultra-wealthy. These econom-
ic and social inequalities have become a major 
factor in collapse research, as even the most re-
cent general theory for why all collapses occur in 
all societies reflects these modern social issues. 
Motesharrei, Rivas, and Kalnay developed a math-
ematical model in an attempt to simulate why a 
society might collapse (Motesharrei/Rivas/Kalnay 
???????????????????????????????????????????????-
???????????????????????????????????????????????-
ent factor in all collapse throughout history. They 
believe that wealthy people can continue with 
‘business as usual’ even if there is an economic 
crisis, as they have enough money and are far -
- sighted enough to have a buffer against the im-
pending catastrophe. If elites are absent, accord-
ing to their mathematical model, collapse can be 
avoided (Motesharrei/Rivas/Kalnay 2014, 99–101). 
???????????? ?????? ???????????????????? ????????-
ing concerns in our own modern world, where 
we see the poor and the ultra-rich at opposition, 
and this must have been true for all past societies. 
However, it does not take into account that the 
rich must know that they gain their wealth from 
those below them; thus, it is not in their best in-
terest to put too much pressure on them. It also 
assumes that humans today act in the same man-
ner as they did thousands of years ago in differ-
ent regions, with different cultures, and different 
cosmological beliefs. All of this is not to say debt, 
kinds of slavery, and bad government could not 
have existed during the LBA, as they most certain-
ly did. However, to what extent they affected the 
society is left to the scholar to determine. As Cline 
has recently summarised: ‘Many civilizations 
have successfully survived internal rebellions, 
????????????????????????????????????????????????
on its own, the hypothesis of internal rebellions is 
not enough to account for the collapse of the LBA 
civilizations in the Aegean and Eastern Mediterra-
nean’ (Cline 2014, 148).
2.6.5. Climate Change: Cold Spells, Drought, 
and Famine
Another theory which resounds strongly with 
modern day concerns is climatic change in the 
past. While Cline has noted that climate change 
collapse models for the end of the LBA were pro-
posed several decades ago (Cline 2014, 142), it is 
most likely not a coincidence that in our modern 
climate-focused culture, a number of articles have 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????-
ories was proposed by Carpenter, who suggest-
ed that the Mycenaean palaces were abandoned 
not because of an invading force, but because of 
climatic changes. He suggested that a sudden se-
vere drought fell on the region, which caused the 
people to migrate away from the hotter and dryer 
area to regions that were wetter and cooler. This 
abandonment caused by the drought conditions 
led to the collapse of the Mycenaean palaces and 
ended the LBA in Mycenaean Greece (Carpen-
ter 1966, 1–80). This theory was later adopted by 
Weiss, who proposed that a sudden drought was 
the cause for the decline and collapse of the entire 
Eastern Mediterranean at the end of the LBA. He 
pointed out that from 1420–1260 BC, there was a 
low level of solar activity which would have led 
to a more marginal climate. However, this period 
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ended after 1260 BC, and the Eastern Mediterra-
nean fell into a time of poorer climatic conditions, 
which would have led to the collapse of the LBA 
and also the migrations of peoples (Weiss 1982, 
183–196). These rather un-nuanced views strong-
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
Weiss himself states: ‘From earliest times human 
????????????????????????????????????????????????-
mate’ (Weiss 1982, 173). While climatic determin-
ism gradually lost favour in the sight of many ar-
chaeologists, recently a neo-climatic determinism 
has once again been proposed for the collapse of 
the LBA (Middleton 2012, 268).
Recently, several different studies have been 
conducted trying to connect climatic data to the 
events at the end of the LBA.57 Issar and Zohar pro-
posed an abrupt change to a colder climate at the 
end of the 2nd mill. BC, beginning around the year 
1200 BC and peaking at 1100 BC. In their mod-
el, a warm and dry phase began around 1600 BC 
and lasted until 1400 BC. This was followed by a 
slightly more humid phase lasting until 1300 BC, 
????????????????????????????????????????????????-
ing ever colder until it hit its lowest temperature 
in 1100 BC (Issar/Zohar 2007, 163–165). According 
to Issar and Zohar, the warm and dry phase would 
have adversely affected the desert margins, while 
the following cool phase would have adversely af-
fected the monsoon system which in turn affected 
the inundation of the Nile, and it would have had 
a negative impact on the highlands of Anatolia 
and the plains of Eurasia to the Black Sea and the 
Caucasus. This would have led to harsher farming 
and herding conditions, which they believe was 
again the cause of massive migration of people, 
mainly the ‘Sea Peoples’ (Issar/Zohar 2007, 166 f.). 
Gallet ?????? proposed that geomagnetic conditions 
might have played a part in this poor climatic sit-
uation at the end of the LBA. They proposed that 
fluxions in the earth’s magnetic field may have 
changed the amount of cosmic radiation entering 
into the earth’s atmosphere, thus affecting cloud 
nucleation. This again could have led to a severe 
drought such as the one suggested by Carpenter 
and Weiss, which would have led to the collapse 
57 For a review of the pro climate change in detail, see Ka-
niewski/Guiot/van Campo 2015. For the contra see Knapp/
Manning 2016, 102–116.
of the LBA civilisations and would have been the 
prime mover in causing the ‘Sea Peoples’ to mi-
grate and search for better living conditions (Gal-
let et al. 2006, 18–25). Kaniewski ?????? conducted 
several studies on a number of sites on the Syri-
an coast, such as Tell Kazel, Ras Ibn Hani, and 
Ras el-Bassit, along with examining Cyprus and 
the general literature on the LBA climate change 
(Kaniewski ?????? 2010; 2013; Kaniewski/Guiot/van 
Campo 2015). In their studies, they too found that 
a climatic shift took place at the end of the LBA 
and beginning of the Iron I. They describe this by 
saying:
‘By combining data from coastal Cyprus and coast-
al Syria, this study shows that the LBA crisis co-
incided with the onset of a ca. 300-year drought 
event 3200 years ago. This climate shift caused 
crop failures, dearth and famine, which precipitat-
ed or hastened socio-economic crises and forced 
regional human migrations at the end of the LBA 
in the Eastern Mediterranean and southwest Asia. 
The integration of environmental and archaeolog-
ical data along the Cypriot and Syrian coasts offers 
??????????????????????????????????????????????
things may have happened during this chaotic pe-
riod’ (Kaniewski ?????? 2013, 9).
Caused by this shift in climate, the team re-
lies on the ‘Sea Peoples’ for the major destruction 
events and much of the cultural collapse at the 
end of the LBA (Kaniewski ?????? 2010, 212 f.; 2013, 
6–8; Kaniewski/Guiot/van Campo 2015, 375).
While these theories typically see a rather 
dramatic change in climate at the end of the LBA, 
recently, a more nuanced approach has been tak-
en. Drake believes that the short climatic changes 
proposed by Carpenter or Weiss are too narrow, 
as they depict the poor climatic conditions as tak-
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
drought. He believes that the evidence points to 
a longer, centuries-long decline in climatic condi-
tions, as a severe but short drought does not en-
tirely explain the widespread abandonment of 
sites in Greece, nor in other parts of the Eastern 
Mediterranean (Drake 2012, 1863–1866). Drake 
believes that there was a ‘gear shift’ in the Medi-
terranean climate caused by a drop in the Mediter-
ranean sea surface temperature, which had been 
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taking place for several centuries before 1190 BC. 
Because of this gradual drop in sea surface tem-
peratures, there was a gradual change in the 
amount of precipitation coming from the Mediter-
ranean, which would have caused a steady decline 
in the amount of rain. This would not have been 
seen as a crisis, as the stress only became worse 
over generations, meaning the populace, economy, 
and food production would have continually be-
come more and more stressed but not in one large 
event (Drake 2012, 1866). Drake states that these 
climatic conditions would have placed a large 
stress on the LBA palatial centres which were 
highly dependent on reliable agricultural yields to 
feed their urban civilisation. However, as the sit-
uation became worse, there would have been civ-
il unrest and competition over limited resources 
which eventually evolved into a systems collapse, 
the loss of trade, and the migrations of peoples 
from many different regions (Drake 2012, 1868).
Langgut, Finkelstein, and Litt generally agree 
with this long-term view of climactic change for 
the end of the LBA. Using core drills from the bed 
of the Sea of Galilee, they determined that the cli-
matic conditions for the Southern Levant have 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
to worse. In their study, they found that there was 
a gradual drying of the climate in the LBA, reach-
ing its driest from 1250–1100 BC. This dry spell 
was the longest recorded in either the LBA or the 
Iron Age, and they believe that it could have af-
fected regions ranging from Northern Turkey to 
the Nile Delta (Langgut/Finkelstein/Litt 2013, 149–
161). According to Langgut, Finkelstein, and Litt, 
these dry years would have had devastating ef-
fects on the civilisations at the time. They believe 
that cold spells, droughts, and famines would have 
caused groups of people in the North to leave their 
own lands, searching for better climatic conditions 
in other regions such as in the Southern Levant. 
These people pillaged as they moved along, caus-
ing wholesale destruction of urban centres and 
disrupting trade networks which eventually led to 
the collapse of the LBA (Langgut/Finkelstein/Litt 
2013, 161–168).
Finally, Yurco proposed that the last blow to 
the LBA came with the eruption of Mt. Hekla in 
Iceland sometime between 1159–1140 BC. He be-
lieves that the eruption of this volcano caused 
a decrease in atmospheric temperatures, which 
led to crop failure in Egypt and other parts of the 
Eastern Mediterranean. This would have been the 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
caused by this eruption would have outstripped 
Egypt’s grain supplies and would have caused hav-
oc in other areas which depended on dry farming 
(Yurco 1999, 456–460). With all of these factors 
taken together, the end of the great civilisations of 
the LBA fell to poor climatic conditions which the 
people could not adapt to in time. It has been used 
as the cause of a systems collapse, the cause of civ-
il unrest, and for the origins of the ‘Sea Peoples’ 
and other migrating peoples, all theories I have al-
ready discussed.
Most of these theories also rely on textual ev-
????????????????????????????????????????????????
beginning of the Iron Age to bolster their argu-
ments.58 These texts, mainly concerning the Hit-
tites and Ugarit, speak of the need of grain ship-
ments and the dire straits that the kingdom and 
people are facing. Such lines as: ‘Do not you know, 
my son, that there was a famine in my lands’ (Bo 
2810; Halayqa 2010, 302) sent from Hatti to a Hit-
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
???????? ????????????? ???????????????????????????????
is no food/grain in my lands’ (KUB 21, 38; Halayqa 
2010, 302) which have been used to emphasis the 
food shortages in Hatti. Other texts too speak of 
these food shortages, as Merneptah, upon send-
ing grain to Tudhaliya IV, states it was: ‘in order to 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????????
2010, 302). In another letter found in the House 
of Urtenu in Ugarit written by Banniya from a 
town outside of the city, he states: ‘The gates of 
the house are sealed, since there is famine in your 
house, we shall starve to death. If you do not has-
ten to come, we shall starve to death.’ (RS 34.152 
[KTU 2,39]; Halayqa 2010, 304). These texts among 
others have suggested that a severe drought was 
affecting Anatolia and Northern Syria, which had 
placed a large burden on both the people of these 
lands and the rulers, and which would have been 
a contributing factor to the ‘collapse’.
58 For a review of these texts, see Halayqa 2010, 302–304; 
Kaniewski/Guiot/van Campo 2015; Knapp/Manning 2016, 
120–123.
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Climatic change falls under Tainter’s ‘catastro-
phe’ or ‘insufficient response to circumstances’ 
theories for collapse. However, much as Tainter 
demonstrates, these theories do not adequately 
account for all of the variables which can cause 
a collapse. Governments operate on being able 
to adapt to changes, and to say the climate be-
came worse causing massive amounts of people 
??? ????????????????????????????????????????????
is not corroborated by other periods in history. At 
no other time can it be said that the majority of a 
country or countries’ population moved to a vast-
ly different region because of a famine or drought 
(Drews 1993, 82). Many of these climate change 
theories propose to solve the question as to why 
the ‘Sea Peoples’ or other people groups moved, 
but this explanation does not account for many of 
the problems with these theories. One such prob-
lem is, if these moving people groups are used to 
explain away all or most of the destruction layers 
found at the end of the LBA, where did they gain 
the military prowess to conquer great nations? 
Or, if they were able to do this by sheer number 
of people, where are these massive amounts of 
people in the archaeological record? An addition-
al problem with these climate change theories 
is their dependence on historical mentions of 
famines in Anatolian or Ugaritic texts. As van de 
 Mieroop states: ‘I wonder how grain shipped to 
a Southern Anatolian port would have relieved a 
famine in the Hittite capital, some 400 kilometers 
in. Would humans and animals used in the over-
land transport not have eaten the entire load?’ 
(van de Mieroop 2010, 247). Thus, how much help 
such shipments would have been can be called 
into question. It must also be taken into account 
?????????????????? ???????????????????????????????
also be exaggerated, as other ‘historical’ texts from 
the period seem to be.59
Theories invoking climate change as the prime 
mover for collapse also suffer from other theoret-
ical problems. As Riehl, Bryson, and Pustovoytov 
demonstrate, there are a number of problems and 
assumptions that occur when using certain sets of 
paleoclimatic data. When using plants as water 
stress singles, there is the problem that we do not 
59 In reference of course to the ‘Sea Peoples’ texts.
know at this time the exact nature of the ancient 
plants’ life cycles when compared to modern day 
examples, which could skew any results gained 
from examining plant remains. Additionally, we 
do not know the exact times of the year when 
plants were planted or harvested (Riehl/Bryson/
Pustovoytov 2008, 1012 f.). Thus, when models are 
created that try to explain when the ‘bad’ times 
were during the year for growing, or when it 
????????????????????????????????????? ?????????????
if these suggested ‘bad’ months correlated with 
the actual growing seasons in the past. Rosen also 
notes that the rainfall averages used to explain 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
the actual situation. While most studies describing 
past climates will talk about annual rainfall aver-
ages around 300mm per year, this does not mean 
this actually happened. In modern day investiga-
tion into rainfall averages in south central Israel, 
from 1961–1988, the average rainfall for Kiryat 
Gat was 420mm. This would typically be described 
as optimum growing conditions for both wheat 
and barley. However, when looking at the yearly 
totals, this average was misleading, as most years 
fall either well above or well below the average. 
This would mean that there was never a sure time 
when crops could be grown, as a good year of rain-
fall might be followed by a bad year, and the peo-
ple would have had to have taken this factor into 
account, knowing water was never certain (Rosen 
2007, 7 f.). Additionally, Rambeau states: ‘Using 
palaeoenvironmental evidence collected from the 
???????????????????????????????????????????????-
ronmental changes in the more arid parts of the 
Southern Levant may lead to misconceptions.’ 
(Rambeau 2010, 5241). Thus, we must be aware 
that not all paleoclimatic evidence applies to all 
areas or at all times.
Knapp and Manning have recently examined 
many of the studies which place a severe climate 
change at the end of the LBA as well as their 
chronological underpinnings. They have noted 
that, while many of these studies tend to have a 
high resolution about the date of when the dry-
ing period began, these dates are not as clear as 
they seem to be (Knapp/Manning 2016, 102–116). 
They state: ‘In sum, there is reasonable evidence 
from several proxies for more arid conditions in 
the last centuries of the second millennium B.C.E. 
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in the Aegean – eastern Mediterranean region, 
but precise dating, and thus close archaeologi-
cal and historical association beyond the scale of 
one century, is currently absent’ (Knapp/Manning 
2016, 111). Middleton has noted a similar issue 
with these studies, that each the arid phases last 
different periods of time, demonstrating that the 
various methods used to study these past climatic 
changes do not agree with one another (Middle-
ton 2017, 93).
What all this points to is what Middleton calls 
‘neodeterminism’, as environmental determinism 
for the growth and death of society has once again 
become a popular theory.60 However, while this 
neodeterminism has begun to play a strong part 
in archaeological and historical discourse, one 
must never forget the human element in all of this. 
Rosen goes to great lengths to show this, as she 
demonstrates the relationship between humans 
and the environment and their understanding of 
it. In most ancient cultures, climatic events, wheth-
er good or bad, were often associated with the fa-
vour of the gods. If a populace was overcome by 
poor weather, they would not have simply left it 
gone unnoticed; rather, they would have respond-
ed to the problem in a way which would made 
sense in their cosmological understanding of the 
world (Rosen 2007, 10 f.). Thus, how a culture re-
sponds to either good or bad weather will be in 
part determined by their understanding of the 
world and their surroundings, and did not share 
in a simple cause and effect relationship with the 
environment.
Additionally, different parts of society would 
have reacted to climate and farming differently. 
Those of the ‘high-order regulators’, or the elites of 
the society, might have been more prone to taking 
risks when planting. They would have needed to 
make a return off their crops and would have had 
the capital to back up any failures or poorer than 
planned yields. However, the ‘low-order regula-
tors’, or the peasant farmers living off subsistence 
farming, would have been less prone to take risks. 
Thus, even if the year previous was plentiful with 
rain, that was not guaranteed for the following 
60 Middleton 2012, 268. See for a list of references to re-
cent arguments which support environmental determinism.
year, and the farmer would have been more like-
ly to take a smaller but more reliable yield over a 
larger but more risky yield (Rosen 2007, 8). This 
means we cannot just assume that if there were 
better climatic conditions the people would have 
planted more, leading to the suggested situation 
where urban sites grew larger from greater farm-
ing but fell when bad times hit. However, all of 
this is not to say that climate could not have been a 
factor or a stress in the LBA ‘collapse’, but we must 
take a more nuanced approach as to how it might 
have affected the people at the time, and how they 
might have responded to these stress factors. As 
Cline has stated, climate by itself would not have 
been enough to cause the ‘collapse’ at the end of 
the LBA (Cline 2014, 147). Knapp and Manning too 
do not deny climate change, and they state there 
does appear to have been a cooling period along 
with increased aridity, generally between the 13th 
and 10th cent. BC but not in a single catastrophic 
episode (Knapp/Manning 2016, 137 f.). Indeed, 
there was likely climate change in this period (see 
also Olsvig-Whittaker ?????? 2015), but the extent to 
which it affected the various regions, ecosystems, 
and cultures cannot be clearly said. If it was a fac-
tor to some, it was only one factor of many, and for 
others climate change likely did not play a role in 
the changes which took place from the LBA to the 
Iron Age.
2.6.6. Earthquake Storms
Earthquakes are another natural factor which 
some have pointed to as the cause for the LBA 
collapse. This theory has been recently cham-
pioned by the geophysicist Amos Nur, who has 
written on the subject with additional support 
from Eric Cline. Nur claims that to understand the 
great amount of destruction which occurred from 
1225–1175 BC, we cannot only consider invad-
ing forces, but must also think of natural causes 
such as earthquakes (Nur/Burgess 2008, 1–5). Us-
ing the principle of Occam’s razor,61 he believes 
that earthquakes are a better explanation for the 
61 One should make no more assumptions than the 
minimum needed.
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destruction of many of the cities from the LBA/
???????????????????????????????????????????????????????
demonstrated that earthquakes occur in the East-
ern Mediterranean, and could have at the end of 
the LBA (Nur/Burgess 2008, 4–6). He bases this as-
sumption on modern day seismological studies. 
Nur and Cline examined eighty years of modern 
day earthquake activity in the Eastern Mediter-
ranean from AD 1900–1980, and from this study, 
they found that many of the sites of modern day 
major earthquakes correlate with areas of high de-
struction in the past. One event which they believe 
is very telling is the earthquake sequence which 
took place in Northern Anatolia from AD 1939–
1967. Seven large earthquakes occurred one after 
another in a sequence, where each subsequent 
earthquake occurred further west on the 1000km 
fault line than did the previous earthquake. They 
go on to say that another earthquake took place 
in AD 1999, which might extend this earthquake 
sequence by another thirty years (Nur/Cline 2000, 
43–46). Nur explains this phenomenon by saying: 
‘Such an ‘earthquake sequence’ occurs when the 
strain on a fault has accumulated gradually over 
a period of relative inactivity, sometimes lasting 
a few hundred years. This strain is then released 
in a series of earthquakes, each one triggering the 
next, rather than in a single large earthquake.’ 
(Nur/Cline 2001, 32). Nur believes a similar event 
occurred in the Eastern Mediterranean at the end 
of the LBA. Beginning in 1225 BC and ending in 
1175 BC, Nur claims there was, what he calls, an 
‘earthquake storm’ which wreaked havoc through-
out the Eastern Mediterranean, causing many of 
the destruction layers we see in the archaeological 
record (Nur/Cline 2001, 32; 2000, 43; Nur/Burgess 
2008, 236–242).
Nur states that most archaeologists tend to ig-
nore the evidence for earthquakes or make false 
assumptions, such as that earthquakes cannot 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????
were found crushed under rubble in the archae-
ological record.62 However, Nur counters these 
arguments by demonstrating, firstly, that earth-
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
62 Drews makes these claims as evidence against earth-
quakes (Drews 1993, 39).
cites the earthquake that struck Lisbon in AD 1755 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
before natural gas and electricity were used, and 
apparently ‘combustible material such as thatched 
???????????????????????????????????????????????
earthquake struck’, which caused the great devas-
tation (Nur/Cline 2001, 35). Nur believes that the 
exact same circumstances could have taken place 
in the ancient past as roof beams, thatching, cook-
ing oil, or other combustible materials, which are 
not preserved in the archaeological record, could 
????????????????????????????????????????????????
2001, 35 f.; Nur/Burgess 2008, 139). As for the ab-
sences of crushed skeletons, Nur points to several 
examples such as many crushed skeletons from 
LH IIIB2 destruction of Tiryns, a skeleton found 
under rubble at Midea, several crushed skeletons 
from Mycenae including a crushed young man 
found under burnt rubble, among others (Nur/
Burgess 2008, 158–161; Nur/Cline 2000, 48–60). He 
goes on to say: ‘No fewer than 16 skeletons have 
been found in collapsed debris dating to c. 1225–
1175 at seven different sites in the Aegean and the 
Eastern Mediterranean: six skeletons at Mycenae, 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
Menelaion in Sparta, Troy and Karaoglun in Ana-
tolia’ (Nur/Cline 2000, 60).
Aside from demonstrating that earthquakes 
??????????????????????????????????????????????-
etons do exist in the archaeological record, Nur 
and Cline also point to other pieces of evidence 
which lead to the conclusion that earthquakes 
were a part of the LBA collapse. They believe that 
evidence for earthquakes is seen in ‘collapsed, 
patched or reinforced walls; crushed skeletons, 
or bodies found lying under fallen debris; toppled 
columns lying parallel to one another; slipped 
keystones in archways and doorways; and walls 
leaning at impossible angles or offset from their 
original position’ (Nur/Cline 2000, 48).63 Nur and 
63 The full list includes ‚1. Characteristic structural dam-
age and failure of constructions, such as: a. Collapsed walls 
b. Patched walls c. Offset walls d. Opened vertical joints 
and horizontally slided parts of walls in dry masonry walls 
e. Diagonal cracks in rigid walls f. Triangular missing parts 
in corners of masonry buildings g. Inclined or subvertical 
cracks in the upper parts of rigid arches, vaults and domes, 
or their partial collapse along these cracks h. Slipped key-
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Cline cite evidence from several sites in the Aege-
an, Troy, Ugarit, Megiddo, and other sites in the 
Southern Levant. They point out structural dam-
age which appears to be characteristic of earth-
quake damage, such as fallen walls, large amounts 
of rubble, misaligned walls, and quick construc-
tion over massive amounts of debris (Nur/Cline 
2000, 48–60; Nur/Burgess 2008, 149–246). From 
this evidence, Nur draws the conclusion that an 
earthquake storm did indeed take place at the end 
of the LBA from ca. 1225–1175.
Nur does not claim that all sites in the Eastern 
Mediterranean were destroyed by earthquakes, 
and originally, he stated that he and Cline simply 
pointed out that: ‘There is a reasonable statistical 
possibility that an ‘earthquake storm’ could have 
been in part responsible for at least some of the 
damage seen at a number of these sites in the Ae-
gean and the Eastern Mediterranean at the end of 
the Late Bronze Age’ (Nur/Cline 2000, 61). He went 
on to say: ‘nor would we suggest that earthquakes 
destroyed entire societies. Indeed, there is good 
evidence that earthquakes alone did not bring 
the Late Bronze Age to an end’ (Nur/Cline 2000). 
However, a year later, his opinion changed, as he 
then stated: ‘We believe that an earthquake storm 
triggered a ‘systems collapse’; in which complex, 
centralized societies broke down under the pres-
sure of economic, physical or demographic ca-
tastrophes … the destruction caused by sequences 
????????????????????????????????????????????????
chain of events that led to the collapse of political, 
social and economic systems in the Aegean and 
stones in dry masonry arches and vaults i. Cracks at the 
base or top of masonry columns and piers j. Displaced 
drums of dry masonry columns k. Neat rows of parallel fall-
en columns, frequently with their drums in a domino-style 
arrangement l. Constructions deformed as if by horizontal 
forces (e.g. rectangles transformed to parallelograms) 2. An-
cient constructions offset by seismic surface faults. 3. Skel-
etons of people killed and crushed or buried under the de-
bris of fallen buildings. 4. Certain abrupt geomorphological 
changes, occasionally associated with destructions and/or 
abandonment of buildings and sites. 5. Pattern of regional 
destruction. 6. Destruction and quick reconstruction of sites, 
with the introduction of what can be regarded as ‘anti-seis-
mic’ building construction techniques, but with no change in 
their overall cultural character. 7. Well-dated destructions of 
buildings correlating with historical (including epigraphic) 
evidence of earthquakes. 8. Damage or destruction of iso-
lated buildings or whole sites, for which an earthquake ap-
pears the only reasonable explanation.‘ (Nur/Cline 2000, 52).
the eastern Mediterranean, bringing the Bronze 
Age to a resounding close’ (Nur/Cline 2001, 36). 
More recently, Nur has gone on to say: ‘I cannot 
prove that earthquakes ended the Bronze Age, but 
evidence in many Bronze Age sites indicate that 
earthquakes occurred at the appropriate time’, 
and he maintains that earthquakes were indeed a 
factor in the collapse (Nur/Burgess 2008, 244–247, 
275–277). Cline has also recently stated that earth-
quakes were likely a part of the events at the end 
of the LBA and could be responsible for some of 
the damage. However, earthquakes in and of 
themselves would not have caused the collapse.
Earthquakes fall under Tainter’s ‘catastrophe’ 
theory of collapse, and much like climate change, 
earthquakes suffer from similar theoretical prob-
lems. One of the major problems which Nur him-
self admits to is that many of the archaeological in-
dicators for earthquakes can also be attributed to 
other causes. These range from poor construction 
techniques, subsiding or slipping of the earth be-
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
vegetation, and a multitude of other factors which 
can create results which appear similar to earth-
quake damage (Nur/Cline 2000, 48; Nur/Burgess 
2008, 94). Skeletons found under rubble are also a 
highly problematic indicator for earthquakes. Nur 
claims that if an invading force had come into a 
city, people would not stay in their houses waiting 
for them to be torn down by their enemies; thus, 
people found crushed under rubble would be bet-
ter explained by an earthquake, as people would 
have stayed inside until the shaking stopped (Nur/
Burgess 2008, 141). However, it is perfectly reason-
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
likely the case with ????????? ???? Phase 12, where 
several skeletons were burned in a building like-
ly destroyed in an act of war.64 Or, if there was a 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
or natural causes, people may not have been able 
to escape from their house, and would have been 
caught under the rubble of their falling house. 
Nur also claims that one reason why more skel-
etal material has not been found is because the 
64 See chapter 5’s discussion on ????????? ????.
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earthquake happened during the day, when most 
people would have been outside of their house. If 
a devastating earthquake struck during the day, 
???????????????????????????????????????????????
as not as many would have been lit (Nur/Burgess 
2008, 243 f.). However, this theory would indicate 
that most of the earthquakes happened in the day 
during the 50 yearlong earthquake storm, a coinci-
dence which seems unlikely.
Another problem earthquake theorists face 
is the textual silence, as there are no documents 
from the 50 year period which describe a devas-
tating earthquake, a plea to the gods concerning 
earthquakes, or pleas for help from a city which 
had suffered an earthquake (Drews 1993, 38). It 
would only make sense that if major earthquakes 
occurred over 50 years, affecting large regions 
that someone, somewhere, would have noted 
it or asked for help. There is also the problem of 
why these sets of earthquakes caused the collapse 
around 1200 BC, if the area is prone to earth-
quakes (Middleton 2012, 284). What factors must 
have been involved for these sets of earthquakes 
to cause the collapse? Why could the people not 
adapt or change to fit the situation? What was 
their cosmological understanding of the earth-
quakes, and how could this have affected their 
response? None of this is to say earthquakes could 
not or have not occurred in the past or at the end 
of the LBA. For the Aegean, Dickinson, Shelton, 
Maran, and others agree that earthquakes could 
have been the cause for some of the destruction 
at the end of the LBA (Dickinson 2010, 485, 488; 
Shelton 2010, 146; Maran 2009, 242 f.; French 1998, 
2–4). However, as Maran points out, outside of the 
Argolid, there is little evidence for earthquakes, 
and there must have been multiple reasons why 
and how the palaces were destroyed (Maran 2009, 
242 f.). In the Southern Levant, of the 54 cited de-
struction events, only three were likely caused 
by earthquakes.65 At the moment, despite the ar-
guments Nur and Cline have presented, earth-
quakes do not explain the LBA collapse, nor is it 
even certain how many devastating earthquakes 
took place during this period. Moreover, there is 
65 Beth-Shean Level VI, ?????????? ??? Phase E, and Tell el-
? ???? Phase 14. See chapter 5.
a general problem with this study of earthquakes 
and many other theories of the LBA. This is the un-
fortunately under-discussed and researched topic 
of destruction layers and their formation. I will ex-
amine this in more detail later on.66
2.7.  Summary: The ‘Collapse’ of the Late  
Bronze Age?
This brief survey of both some of the regional and 
Eastern Mediterranean wide collapse theories is 
???????????????????????????????????????????????
about the ‘collapse’. Rather, it is to set out the his-
torical narrative of the region, to have the broad 
view when examining the development of interre-
gional exchange in the Southern Levant. Each of 
these other regions have been described as being 
critical to the Southern Levant in one way or an-
other, and thus, the ‘collapse’ and the reasons be-
hind it would have an effect on the development 
in the Southern Levant. At least according to tra-
ditional world system theory, a suggestion which, 
for the Southern Levant, will be challenged based 
on the material cultural and historical evidence. 
However, this review does bring out several im-
portant points on the subject of the LBA ‘collapse’.
In two recent studies on the end of the LBA, 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
and Manning (2016), both give a lengthy review of 
much of the material for the ‘collapse’. Cline, writ-
ing to a general audience, focused on the broad 
themes and problems, while Knapp and Manning 
focused mainly on the climatological studies, some 
of the textual evidence, and destruction and aban-
donments throughout the Eastern Mediterranean. 
In both of these reviews, there is no clear solution 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????-
butions to the ‘collapse’ as earthquakes, famine 
and climate change, migrations, internal rebel-
lion, and the breaking of the international trade 
routes all affected the region. However, he states 
that none of these by themselves could cause the 
‘collapse’, rather, he says: ‘It looks as though the 
best solution is to suggest that all of these factors 
66 See also my discussion of destruction in Millek 2017, 
114–118, 135.
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together contributed to the collapse of what had 
been the dominant LBA kingdoms and societies in 
the region’ (Cline 2014, 165). He goes on to say that 
a system collapse may be too simple to explain 
this, but it seems to be the likely option. Neverthe-
less, Cline suggests that complexity theory, which 
in some ways is similar to systems theory, may 
best explain the ‘collapse’. The complex system of 
the LBA world was affected by stressors such as 
the aforementioned earthquakes, climate change, 
and the breakup of interregional trade (Cline 
2014, 167). He summarises by saying: ‘The real 
questions are not so much ‘Who did it?’ or ‘What 
caused it?’ – for there seem to have been any num-
ber of elements and people involved – as ‘Why did 
it happen?’ and ‘How did it happen’?’ (Cline 2014, 
169). Though, one might also add in ‘Did it ever 
happen?’
??????????????????? ??????????????????????-
tion to the ‘crisis’ at the end of the LBA. While they 
largely criticise the climatological evidence, they 
acknowledge that there does seem to be a consen-
sus that the region became cooler and dryer from 
the 13th to the 10th cent. BC (Knapp/Manning 2016, 
136 f.). However, what effect this might have had 
is unclear, as it did not happen in one great epi-
sode, and they state: ‘There is a context for change 
but not necessarily its only or specific cause.’ 
(Knapp/Manning 2016, 137). They go on to say: 
‘It is crucial to reemphasize that, even if climatic 
change (to longer-term arid, unstable, and cooler 
conditions) was both real and a relevant forcing 
parameter in the period around the close of the 
LBA in the eastern Mediterranean, the immediate 
cause of the destructions and collapse was human’ 
(Knapp/Manning 2016, 136).67 Knapp and Man-
67 However, not all destructions are caused by humans as 
natural destructions from earthquakes, storms, settling and 
many other factors would have occurred and have been pre-
served in the archaeological record. It is certain that there 
were destructions caused by an intent to destroy from a 
human hand; however, many likely were not. Even if it is 
a time of ‘crisis’ one cannot and should not assume human 
agency as the cause for all of the destruction events. This is 
?????????????????????????????? ????????????????????????????
no accidents, no storms which also would have damaged 
houses and that all damage is a direct result of the current 
crisis. The same would have been true of the LBA, as acciden-
tal and natural destructions would have continued to occur, 
???? ?????? ??? ??????? ??????? ????????? ??? ???????? ???????? ??? ???
true for most of the ‘destroyed’ sites in the Southern Levant 
ning do not give a clear answer to the ‘crisis’ and 
‘collapse’ at the end of the LBA, though they state 
that the decline in international trade must have 
played a role (Knapp/Manning 2016, 137). They 
summarise by saying:
‘Nonetheless, the ‘crisis’ at the end of the Late 
Bronze Age witnessed various crucial social and 
cultural realities – the violence and dislocation of 
people, economic chaos and decline, the increas-
ing mobility of indeterminable ethnic groups 
??????????????????????????????????????????????
identified), the largely seaborne nature of most 
episodes – that will continue to demand archaeo-
???????????????????????????????????????????????????-
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
(Knapp/Manning 2016, 138).
Neither Cline nor Knapp and Manning could 
????????????????????????????????????????????????????
must have been a multifaceted problem, and that 
no single problem could have brought about the 
end. However, this should be expected. Both of 
these studies suffer from the same basic prob-
lem, that is, they both search for a reason(s) for 
the ‘collapse’ of the Eastern Mediterranean. What 
is often times missing in these reviews are the 
individual regional theories for ‘collapse’; thus, 
their inclusion here. The importance of this is, 
that if there is no single theory to explain reason-
ably well the ‘collapse’ of one region, how can we 
hope to explain the ‘collapse’ of the whole Eastern 
Mediterranean? Additionally, not every region 
‘collapsed’, as Cyprus can hardly be called a col-
lapsed society, unless one takes the 150 years or 
(see chapter 5) and this is likely true for the other regions 
of the Eastern Mediterranean. Moreover, taking a modern 
????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
???????? ???????????????? ?????????? ?????????????? ???? ??????
????????????????????????????????????????????? ??????????????
caused by cooking accidents and another 12% by heating ac-
cidents (FEMA 2016, 56). This modern example is certainly 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
in the Southern Levant or Ancient Near East were caused 
by cooking mishaps, but it is a note of caution that we must 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
of intentional human destruction as there would have been 
accidents and natural destruction outside of earthquakes in 
the past (Millek 2017, 114–118).
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more of transition as ‘rapid’68 collapse. Moreover, 
the reason to look for a single explanation with 
multiple causes, or not, is because of the under-
lying assumption that what happened in one re-
gion affected the others, mainly in the form of a 
decline or breakup of interregional trade and ex-
change. However, this is an assumption that must 
be re-examined in light of new archaeological ev-
idence and method. Thus, in the following chap-
ters, as I examine the development of interregion-
al exchange in the LBA to the Early Iron Age in the 
Southern Levant, this will be a crucial question: if 
the break up or decline of interregional exchange 
had an effect on the ‘collapse’ of the Southern 
Levant, whether this is because of destruction 
damaging the trade infrastructure or the privati-
sation of merchants. This is coupled with a criti-
cal re-evaluation of what is actually known about 
LBA exchange in the Southern Levant. In the end, 
this study will not and does not try to explain all 
factors of the transition from the LBA to the Iron 
Age in the Southern Levant. Rather, it focuses on 
one topic: interregional exchange and how it de-
veloped as resource, and the effect, or lack there-
of, of this on the transition to the Iron Age.
68? ???????????????????????????????????????? ????????????????-
????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????-
lished level of sociopolitical complexity’ (Tainter 1988, 4 f.).
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3. Trade, Exchange, and the Theory of How Objects are moved from Here to There
3.1.  Introduction
The break down and eventual collapse of trade 
networks in the LBA has been argued to have been 
the cause for the end of the LBA throughout the 
Eastern Mediterranean. This loss of prestige items 
and other trade goods such as bulk commodities 
brought the economic network which the great 
empires at the time relied upon to a halt, and it is 
believed that this economic breakdown brought 
about the collapse. However, as with each theo-
ry for the ‘collapse’ of the Eastern Mediterranean 
at the end of the LBA, it is of great importance to 
examine the evidence for such a proposal. This in-
volves not only examining the archaeological ev-
idence which might be indicative of interregional 
exchange or trade, but also the documentary evi-
dence which depicts the nature of interregional 
exchange at the time. Nonetheless, before being 
able to discuss the nature of the LBA economic 
and interregional exchange system(s), it is first 
???????????????????????????????????????????????
interregional exchange and trade and to examine 
some aspects of ancient economics.
It is the goal of this chapter to examine the 
theoretical framework which the theories for LBA 
interregional exchange and trade are built upon. 
To do so, there are several topics which must be 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????-
tory discussion of Karl Polanyi’s theory on ancient 
economies, trade, and markets along with a look at 
the substantive and formalist schools of thought. 
????????????????????????????????????????????????????-
cept of money and how money might have been 
viewed in the ancient world. Thereafter, turning 
from economics to types of exchange in an an-
thropological view point on the subject examining 
barter, ceremonial exchange, and gift exchange as 
each of these have been employed in the discus-
sion of the LBA interregional exchange. Following 
this is a look at the various theories of interregion-
al exchange or trade in archaeology as well as the 
????????????????????????????????????????????????-
tions purposed in this study. Finally, is to explore 
the theoretical concepts of resources as presented 
by the SFB 1070 RESOURCECULTURES which will allow 
for a new interpretation of the archaeological re-
cord from the LBA. With that being said, we turn 
now to Karl Polanyi and the substantive and for-
malist schools of thought.
3.2. Karl Polanyi and the Ancient Economy
It is without a doubt that, by this point, discussing 
Karl Polanyi is obligatory even though many of his 
ideas have been left aside or revised in the nearly 
????????????????????????????? ??????????????? ?????
‘The Economy as Instituted Process’ was published 
in 1957. I will give here only a brief review of his 
work, as others have already well documented 
this subject matter.69 Polanyi carried on the debate 
in ancient economics between those who believed 
in a primitive economic system which differed 
from our own and those who believed the mod-
ern economic system was applicable to the ancient 
past (Aubet 2013, 9–26). He made the distinction 
between two schools of economic thought which 
he dubbed the formalist and the substantive. Po-
lanyi was on the side of the substantive school 
which dictates that, in preindustrial times, ancient 
economies operated differently than the modern 
economy, as the economy was embedded into the 
social fabric of the society, while the formalist 
school holds that modern economic theory can 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
two schools as follows:
‘The substantive meaning of economic derives 
from man’s dependence for his living upon nature 
and his fellow. It refers to the interchange with his 
natural and social environment, in so far as this 
results in supplying him with the means of materi-
al want satisfaction’ (Polanyi 1957a, 243).
69 For a full review of the works of Polanyi and the debate 
it has caused throughout the years see: Hafford 2001; Isaac 
2005; Bauer/Agbe-Davis 2011; Aubet 2013.
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‘The formal meaning of economic derives from 
the logical character of the means-ends relation-
ship, as apparent in such words as ‘economical’ 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????????
choice, namely, that between the different uses of 
????????????????????????????????????????? ??????
If we call the rules governing choice of means log-
ic of rational action, then we may denote this var-
iant of logic, with an improvised term, as formal 
economics’ (Polanyi 1957a, 243).
Put simply, according to the substantive view, 
when studying ancient economies, one must un-
derstand that modern economic theory does not 
apply, as Polanyi saw that, in ancient economies, 
the economy was embedded into the social prac-
tices and political and religious structures of the 
group, whereas in modern economics, these two 
are separated (Polanyi 1957a, 248–250). Thus, in 
his view, the formalist school saw that such ideas 
as capitalism, supply and demand and standard 
prices controlled by a market economy could also 
have been a part of ancient economies, though 
this economy would not be embedded into the 
socio-cultural practices of the people (Polanyi 
1957a, 244 f.; Hafford 2001, 12 f.). Or as Hafford 
has described it: ‘The formalist school … holds 
that current economic theory can be applied to 
the ancient world, that economic principles are 
cross-temporal. Formalists believe that it is hu-
man nature to maximise assets and minimise risk’ 
(Hafford 2001, 12).
Polanyi went on to expand on his ideas of so-
cially embedded economies by describing three 
types of economic systems, which are reciproc-
ity, redistribution, and market exchange. He de-
scribed these three systems as, ‘Reciprocity de-
notes movements between correlative points of 
symmetrical groupings … Redistribution desig-
nates appropriation movements toward a center 
and out of it again … Exchange refers here to 
vice-versa movements taking place as between 
‘hands’ under a market system’ (Polanyi 1957a, 
250). Thus, reciprocity here refers to gift ex-
change or ceremonial exchange, while redistribu-
tion refers to a central palace economy or temple 
economy where goods from the hinterlands and 
elsewhere were brought to one central location 
and then reallocated to other parties and places. 
Exchange or market-exchange refers to the mod-
ern concept of the market economy or the mod-
ern day system which is ruled by the law of sup-
?????????????????????????????????????? ???????
gain (Aubet 2013, 29). For Polanyi, he believed that 
ancient economies functioned mainly through 
reciprocity whereby kinship relations were main-
tained through ceremonial or gift giving exchang-
es. At the same time, redistribution could also 
be in effect, as these goods and others would be 
pooled into a central location to be sent out again. 
Thus, for both of these ancient economic systems 
to operate, there had to have been a background 
symmetrical relationship between two parties for 
reciprocity to occur, and there had to be at least 
to some degree a certain amount of centricity in 
the group or society for redistribution to occur 
(Polanyi 1957a, 250). Maria Aubet has summarized 
Polanyi’s views stating: ‘Polanyi’s thesis is well 
known: trade in ancient civilizations was an activ-
ity administered by the temple/palace, carried out 
by commercial agents and not by free merchants 
??????? ???????????????????????????????????? ???-
out marketplaces or a market’ (Aubet 2013, 144). 
However, here lies one of the problems Polanyi 
faced as, originally, he did not separate the two 
terms marketplace and the market. Thus, a dis-
tinction has to be made between the marketplace, 
and the market, market economy, and the market 
principle.
The marketplace is a meeting place where 
buyers and sellers converge to exchange products, 
goods, or services, whereas the market, and the 
market principle, are the institution which is con-
trolled by the mechanism of supply and demand 
(Garraty 2010, 5 f.; Aubet 2013, 30). Kalman Appl-
baum described the difference between the mar-
ketplace and the market as: ‘A periodic, peasant or 
open-air market on the one hand, and the global 
electronic futures market for soybeans or Eurodol-
lars on the other’ (Applbaum 2005, 292). Original-
ly, Polanyi made no distinction between the mar-
ketplace and the market, as he tried to argue that 
there were no marketplaces in ancient Babylon, as 
no large open market spaces had been uncovered 
(Polanyi 1957b, 12–26). However, this idea was 
rejected, as marketplaces need not take place in 
large open spaces, it being possible that they could 
occur at or just outside of the city gate or in tight 
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narrow streets.70 One need only visit the modern 
day Old City in Jerusalem to know that market-
places occur in cramped city streets. However, the 
general ideas which Polanyi espoused did not pre-
clude the presence of marketplaces, but do main-
tain the absences of the market economy (Isaac 
2005, 16). Additionally, if a marketplace did exist 
in the past, it would not have been ruled by the 
laws of modern economic theory, as such aspects 
???????????????????????????????????????????????
all have been controlled by the central administra-
tion and not by the market itself (Aubet 2013, 30).71 
Thus, Polanyi distinguished between adminis-
tered and market trade. Administered trade would 
have existed in premodern times where trade was 
mainly controlled by a central institution, whether 
that be a king, palace, temple or as part of a redis-
tributive system. Market trade, however, acts un-
der a standard currency and a market economy 
which would act much like the modern day mar-
ket (Polanyi 1957a, 250 f.).
With all that being said, several criticisms 
have been brought up against Polanyi and the sub-
stantive school of thought. This was so even short-
ly after Polanyi wrote, as McCormicks Adams not-
ed that the distinction between administered and 
market trade may not have existed in the past and 
it may not exist in the modern world. As he stated: 
‘The analytical separation between ‘administered’ 
and ‘market’ trade may, in other words, lack a cog-
nitive or behavioural equivalent’ (McCormicks 
Adams 1974, 239). Additionally, there is evidence 
that, in the past, market actives existed, and that 
aspects of the embedded nonmarket actives also 
exist in modern contexts (Bauer/Agbe-Davis 2011, 
35). As Hafford has pointed out, there is generally 
no single economy acting at the same time, as mul-
tiple modes of exchange can be taking place in the 
same society, which anthropologists have dubbed 
‘spheres of exchange’ (Hafford 2001, 32). As he 
goes on to say: ‘It is most likely that none of these 
forms of economy has ever existed in its pristine 
state. There may have been some development 
70 Hafford 2001, 30; Garraty 2010, 9 f.; Stark/Garraty 2010; 
Aubet 2013, 144 f. See Stark/Garraty 2010 for a discussion of 
???????????????? ??????????? ???????????????????????????
the market in archaeology.
71 For a different view on this subject, see Garraty 2010.
from one to another in very early times, but one 
form can blur into another without losing some of 
the qualities of the former. In fact, economies can 
exist simultaneously, and it is the mixed economy 
that is the rule rather than the exception’ (Haf-
ford 2001, 33). Moreover, even in a modern day 
context, gift exchange, barter, redistribution, and 
market exchange act together in different aspects 
of life. Even such aspects of creating and maintain-
ing relationships exist in a market economy. This 
is the reason why the large modern corporations 
expend tremendous amounts of money and capi-
tal in an attempt to create a relationship of trust 
between the consumer and the product/company. 
If a person has no trust in a company, they will not 
purchase the product. However, if a trust relation-
ship has been established between the consumer 
and company, the consumer can remain loyal to 
said company or product. One has only to look at 
the present debate between brands and the con-
sumers who are vehemently loyal to their respec-
tive product and the manufacture. Thus, a modern 
version of a kinship relationship has been estab-
lished between the consumer and the company.
In addition to this discussion of the market 
economy is the concept of money72 and standard 
prices or price equivalencies in the past. Polanyi 
and others argued that, while something like mon-
ey might have existed in the past, this ‘moneystuff’ 
would have only operated in certain spheres and 
would not have acted as general purpose money 
or money which could be used to buy goods and 
services in any part of the society (Isaac 2005, 16). 
It has been demonstrated that, for the ancient 
Near East, money did seemingly exist at certain 
times and places. This was typically in the form 
of silver acting as a standard of value with most 
things being able to be valued in silver, though 
barley was also usable as a form of money (Haf-
ford 2001, 103 f.; Peyronel 2014). That lists of pric-
????????????????????????????????????????????????????
silver, and other such evidence from ancient texts 
exists, certainly suggests that money did exist in 
72 Money here refers not to coinage which is separate 
from money. Rather money refers to: ‘A commodity through 
which all other commodities are ranked. In this way, all 
????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
related to one another’ (Hafford 2001, 99).
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the past in a way which is similar to our modern 
understanding of money, such as there being price 
equivalences for items which could be valued in 
money typically by the weight of a metal or grain 
(Monroe 2008, 162; Hafford 2001, 104–112; Aubet 
2013, 147–155).73 However, while certain forms 
of money certainly did exist in the past, whether 
or not it was universally employed in all forms of 
life and in all sectors of society, for all the various 
regions of the ancient Near East and Eastern Med-
iterranean, and at all times, is unknown. There 
were spheres of exchange where a standard form 
or value or money was not used, such as in gift ex-
change or barter. Moreover, while money is the 
main form for transactions taking place in modern 
society, there are also spheres of exchange where 
money does not operate.
Such is the realm of the interpersonal ‘favour’ 
whereby one person can perform a service or 
give an object to another person with the promise 
that, in the future, either a service or object can 
be asked for of an unknown equivalence when 
compared to the original. Money may never play a 
role in this, as it is determined by the actors what 
service or object may be equivalent to the origi-
nal request. Thus, even in a world where money 
appears to be king, social relationships still main-
tain a strong role in the transferences of goods 
and services. Moreover, while in the past it may 
seem social relationships where the most import-
ant aspect of exchange, certain aspects of modern 
economics also would have played a role in given 
spheres of society. Thus, in the general trend of 
modern thinking concerning the ancient econo-
my, Polanyi’s ideas of the socially embedded econ-
omy have certainly not been forgotten. However, 
the new modernist school which follows after the 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????-
it seeking, lose and gain calculation are all inde-
pendent of the state, meaning a market economy 
certainly existed in the past, seems to have won 
out over Polanyi (Aubet 2013, 122–125; see also 
Garraty 2010, 14–17). While I agree that certain as-
pects of the market economy would have existed 
????????????????????? ?????????????????????????? ????
73 See these references also for an extended discussion on 
the topic.
those aspects are and when or where they exist-
ed. As will be seen in the following section on LBA 
exchange, what we know about this comes from 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
but not from all at the same time or region. More-
over, while the archaeological evidence can be 
used to try and prove aspects of a market econo-
?????????????????????????????????????????????? -
cult a task this actually is.
3.3. Forms of Exchange in Anthropology
Aside from studies in ancient economies, the 
forms of exchange are an important aspect in try-
ing to understand how objects moved from one lo-
cation to another in the past. Often times, the term 
trade is used when discussing objects of non-local 
origin found in a location outside of the region of 
manufacture or geological source. However, as 
will be seen later, this term trade often subsumes 
a number of different forms of exchange. Many of 
the forms of exchange which are generally associ-
ated with the term trade stem from anthropology 
and fall under two main categories: gift/ceremo-
nial exchange, and barter. Each of these forms 
of exchange have similarities to one another and 
often crosscut each other, as is seen in the living 
examples anthropologists have studied through-
out the world. One of the most important forms 
of exchange generally discussed in LBA trade and 
exchange theories is that of the gift, with gift ex-
change falling under Polanyi’s reciprocity. There is 
thus no better place to begin than with the idea of 
the gift, the gift exchange, and the difference be-
tween the gift and the commodity.
Marcel Mauss’s (1990) ‘The Gift’ written in 
1925, originally in French, has had a great impact 
on understanding the gift and its role in cultures 
both modern and ancient. For Mauss, the gift is 
part of social relationships and obligations, as the 
gift given is not given without the expectation of 
reciprocation. Thus, what is essential for the gift 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????????
party, the receiving of the gift by the second per-
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
the second person or party gives a gift back to the 
????????? ??????????????????????????????????????????-
ceive, to reciprocate’ (Mauss 1990, 39). Within 
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this cycle is the reason behind the gift, which is 
the establishment and maintenance of social rela-
tions by the creation of a cycle of gift giving which 
does not simply transfer economically valuable 
materials from one to another, but forms connec-
tions between two parties or peoples. Along with 
establishing socials bonds, Mauss also saw that 
the gift given was imbued with a sort of spiritual 
essence of the original owner or the hau (Mauss 
1990, 11 f.). Thus the acceptance of a gift was also 
the acceptance of part of the other person or party, 
which in turn aided in the creation of the social re-
lationships. This idea is similar to that of the part-
ible and permeable nature of individuality, where 
objects or things take on part of the identity of the 
person who created it or owned it and, thus, this 
can be given to another person who can in turn 
internalise part of the other’s identity, creating a 
social relation (Fowler 2004, 23–25).
One of the works which greatly influenced 
Mauss’s and the general topic of gift and ceremoni-
al exchange was Bronislav Malinowski’s book ‘The 
????????????????? ??????????????????????????????????
written in 1922, in which he described the Trobri-
and Islands gift exchange called the kula. The kula 
exchange was a form of reciprocity where, after 
an extended period of preparation, a group of Tro-
briand Islanders would take to their boats and sail 
to another island. Upon arrival, they would leave 
semiprecious goods on the beach, called opening 
gifts, in order to entice partners to take part in 
the kula. Once these gifts were accepted, then the 
kula began, lasting for several days, where the 
main items of exchange were bracelets and neck-
laces, with the bracelets moving from east to west 
and the necklaces travelling west to east (Hénaff 
2013, 13; Strathern/Stewert 2005, 231). Once the 
kula?????????????????????????????????????????????
sea with gifts to exchange on other islands, while 
having established and maintained their social re-
lations binding the different groups of islanders 
together.
One of the important aspects of this gift ex-
change outside of the creation and maintenance 
of social bonds is the aspect of prestige. While the 
bracelets and the necklaces may be made of rare 
stones or shells, their value does not necessar-
ily lie alone in these aesthetic qualities, as they 
serve no practical value (Yan 2012, 277). Rather, 
it is because these objects are objects of renown. 
As Hénaff has stated, they are valuable because: 
‘… above all to the fact that they belonged to such-
and-such a person; it is due to the memory of the 
bonds that they carry with them. They constitute 
a source of prestige for those who keep them, but 
also for those who have been able to give them’ 
????????????????????????????????????????????????
as: ‘ … a reference to the capacity to inspire admi-
ration and esteem amongst the other members of 
a community’ (Aubet 2013, 94) is an aspect which 
has been theorised to have played a very impor-
tant role in the trading relationships between the 
Great Kings of the LBA. This is as prestige can be 
created in the gift exchange, as the receiver of the 
gift becomes like a debtor to the giver until a gift is 
given in return, creating an unequal relationship 
whereby the giver maintains the higher position 
and thus gains prestige (Yan 2012, 280).
The kula gift exchange is seen as the typical 
example of either a ceremonial exchange or gift 
exchange practices. However, as Yan has stated: 
‘Although gift exchange exists in all human socie-
ties, the form it takes varies greatly, depending on 
the particular culture within which it is rooted’ 
(Yan 2012, 287). Gifts can be either ceremonial or 
non-ceremonial, and while reciprocity is expected, 
delayed reciprocity is an important element in the 
exchange of gifts for the maintenance of prestige, 
by making the receiver like a debtor to the giver. 
However, it is also a sign of trust as generally only 
one party gives gifts at one time, creating an ele-
ment of faith or obligation that a return gift will 
be given in the future, which aids in maintaining 
the established relationship. The length of time 
before a gift is given back, how ever, depends on 
the cultural standards, as waiting too long can 
cause a strain on the relationship or even hostil-
ities (Strathern/Stewert 2005, 230; Yan 2012, 280). 
There are additionally three general forms of rec-
iprocity, called generalised, balanced, and neg-
ative reciprocity as described by Sahlins (1972, 
193–195; cited in Hafford 2001, 22 f.). With gener-
al reciprocity, any item which one person needs 
or wants could be exchanged for any other item 
which the other party has to give or where ex-
change though immediate reciprocity of a similar 
value is not required. Balanced reciprocity, on the 
other hand, takes value into consideration, and 
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the item given or exchanged in return should be 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????
item. Lastly, negative reciprocity is when an item 
given in return would have to be of greater value 
than the original gifted or given item. This could 
be due to the time in returning the gift being too 
long, or where there is a difference in social sta-
tus. Another important aspect of the gift is that it 
must be given and not bought, thus separating gift 
from commodities (Satlow 2013, 1 f.). While some 
might argue that the kula exchange could be seen 
as a form of barter in order to gain prestige goods 
in the guise of a gift exchange, there is a difference 
between the gift exchange and the exchange or 
barter for commodities. As Hénaff has stated: ‘The 
nature of the kula is not economic. Its essential 
function is to bond different groups through the 
network of partners in the exchange. The purpose 
of celebrations is not for the partners to offer and 
gain consumer goods, but to give one another to-
kens and public evidence of their intention to live 
together’ (Hénaff 2013, 18). However, the differ-
ences between gift and commodity exchange are 
not so clear.
Typically, gifts and commodities are separated 
from each other in the sense that gifts are inalien-
able objects, which create some kind of interde-
pendence between the gift giver and the gift re-
ceived, and the objects or services exchanged are 
alike and are used to create or reinforce a social 
relationship (D. Bell 1991, 156; Heady 2005, 267). 
Commodities, on the other hand, are understood 
as alienable objects which are exchanged through 
barter or a bought and sold between individuals 
whose only relation to the other is through the 
commodity being purchased, and there is no resid-
ual obligation or relationship between the parties 
involved in the exchange (D. Bell 1991, 156). The 
items or services exchanged are also unlike each 
other, and are used to obtain material wealth or 
profit (Heady 2005, 267). Gregory defined com-
modities in his work as:
‘A commodity is defined as a socially desirable 
thing with a use-value and an exchange-value. 
The use value of a commodity is an intrinsic prop-
erty of a thing desired or discovered by society at 
different stages in its historical evolution … ‘Ex-
change-value’, on the other hand, is an extrinsic 
property, and is the defining characteristic of a 
commodity. ‘Exchange-value’ refers to the quanti-
tative proportion in which use-values of one sort 
are exchanged for those of another sort’ (Gregory 
1982, 10 f.).
This seemingly radical opposition between 
gifts and commodities appears to be a construct 
not of some underlying universal idea, but rather 
of modern western thought which wants to oppose 
gift exchange from commodity exchange (Parry/
Bloch 1996, 9; Yan 2012, 284). This is an important 
distinction when examining LBA gift exchange 
processes, as the question will come up whether 
the Great Kings exchanged gifts in a gift exchange 
or if it was, in reality, barter for commodities in 
the language of a gift exchange.
In order to examine the differences or simi-
larities between gift exchange and commodity ex-
change, one must also examine barter. Heady has 
?????????????????
‘A non-technical English term which anthropolo-
gists have applied to a range of transactions that 
share certain characteristics. Barter typically de-
notes the direct exchange of goods or services for 
each other without the medium of money. Within 
this broad class of exchanges, the term is general-
ly restricted to those in which the prime focus of 
interest for the exchange partners is in the goods 
and services themselves rather than the social re-
lationships arising from the exchange: where so-
cial relations are the prime focus of interest the 
transaction is usually referred to as gift exchange’ 
(Heady 2005, 262).
??????????????????????????? ?????????????????-
change of objects for one another without refer-
ence to money and with maximum feasible re-
duction of social, cultural, political, or personal 
transaction costs’ (Appadurai 1986, 9). Humphrey 
and Hugh-Jones have also noted several other as-
pects of barter. The first being that the objects 
or services should be different in kind. Second, 
both actors in the barter are free and equal and 
can stop the exchange if they please. Third, there 
is no physical criteria by which it can be judged 
why two dissimilar objects are equal in value 
as both actors simply wish to have the object or 
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service the other person has. They also note that 
barter rarely happens by chance and then never 
again. Participants in barter systems need to have 
a certain knowledge about who they are barter-
ing with, what they are bartering for, and what 
they need along with what the other party needs. 
Thus, barter relationships are also established 
between barterers, as the two parties involved in 
the exchange are both seeking to keep the other 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????-
ter relations in the future (Humphrey/Hugh-Jones 
1992, 1, 8). Thus, while it is possible to pull out of a 
barter exchange or try to swindle the other party, 
this may not be in the best interest of either party. 
Heady notes this is particularly true when parties 
from different ethnic or ecological backgrounds 
come together for barter. Attempting to swindle a 
non-local trading partner may result in the barter 
never occurring again or other more severe conse-
quences may transpire. Thus, in this instance, the 
barter exchange can take on a gift-like form where 
the barter partners are ritual friends and the ex-
change must take place within a secure social rela-
tionship (Heady 2005, 268). Moreover, this already 
begins to highlight that while barter and gift ex-
change seem to be opposed there are certain areas 
in which they overlap and act similarly.
As Bell has noted, in both gift and commodity 
exchange, there is an expected balanced reciproc-
ity between the two parties involved in the ex-
change. This reciprocity of an equal value would 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
return of an appropriate gift, or the exchange of 
two objects that are understood by both parties 
to be of equal value (D. Bell 1991, 161). Addition-
ally, there is often the establishment of a social 
relationship between the two parties, whether it 
be in a gift exchange or in a barter or commodity 
exchange. The maintenance of these relationships 
?????????????????????????????? ????????????????????-
ship ties created in the gift exchange, or the ties of 
being able to obtain needed or wanted commod-
????????????????????????????????????????????????
barter and commodity exchange. In some cases, 
gift and commodities can exist or be exchanged 
within the same context (Yan 2012, 284 f.),  and 
many pre-capitalist societies used the gift ex-
change as the rule for fair trade in what could be 
considered barter (D. Bell 1991, 161). Moreover, 
even in the kula gift exchange, if the return gift 
was inadequate, the relationship between the ex-
change partners would be threatened and vile 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
throughout the various islands (D. Bell 1991, 161). 
As Reinstein has pointed out, commodity exchange 
can be very similar to gift exchange. If two people 
continually exchange their commodities week af-
ter week with products remaining of the same 
quality, an understanding is created between the 
two parties where this exchange will take place in 
the future (Reinstein 2014, 87 f.). Thus, as he states: 
‘A repeated ‘commercial’ exchange sustained by 
reputation and reciprocation concerns may not be 
terribly distinct from a repeated ‘gift exchange’’ 
(Reinstein 2014, 88). The question thus stands, 
if there are such similarities between the gift ex-
change and barter, what if any is the underlying 
difference?
Heady has noted that all exchanges have two 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
or services, and the second an indicator for the 
type of relationship between the exchange part-
ners (Heady 2005, 270). He goes on to state: ‘Com-
modity exchanges are those in which the partners’ 
????????????????????????????????????????????????????-
changes are those in which attention is focused on 
the second aspect. In many exchanges, including 
most barter exchanges but also many monetary ex-
changes, the partners give some attention to both 
aspects’ (Heady 2005, 270). For Bell, barter is a sub-
type of gift exchange. He states: ‘Barter is a degen-
erate form of gift exchange in which gifts are alien-
ated from the donor and the value of the good to 
the receiver is not augmented by the personal at-
tributes of the donor’ (D. Bell 1991, 162). Moreover, 
as Strathern and Stewert have stated: ‘Commodity 
exchange and gift exchange … do not refer to dif-
ferent societal forms. Moreover, in practice the 
character of an exchange may include both com-
??????????????????????????????????????????????????-
ue may enter into chains of transactions in which 
they are treated alternatively as commodities or 
gifts’ (Strathern/Stewert 2005, 236). Thus, as they 
go on to say: ‘The distinction between trade and 
gift exchange is blurred, although typically trade 
involves the immediate exchange of unlike items 
and gift exchange involves the delayed exchange of 
like items’ (Strathern/Stewert 2005, 235).
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Gift exchange and barter, as stated previous-
ly, can also occur at the same time. This is even 
true of the kula where, during this gift exchange, 
another exchange called the ??????? also takes 
place. The ??????? occurs at the same time as the 
kula where the visiting members bring other valu-
able gifts and trade or barter with the local group 
for consumer goods or commodities (Strathern/
Stewert 2005, 233). Many anthropologists main-
tain that while the ??????? takes place, the kula 
is not simply a political cover for barter between 
groups which might normally be hostile to one 
another (Hénaff 2013, 14). Normally it is assumed, 
the kula is a competition for prestige and is a ritu-
alised alternative to physical hostility between the 
two groups (Strathern/Stewert 2005, 233). Hénaff 
argues that one of the great distinctions between 
the kula and???????? is that those who are taking 
part in a barter relationship always choose a dif-
ferent partner than those who are participating 
in the kula. He goes on to say that the consumer 
goods which are exchanged in the ?? ???? are dif-
ferent from those ceremonial items exchanged in 
the kula, which would indicate that both the kula 
and the ???????, while taking place at the same 
time, each occur for different reasons and objec-
tives (Hénaff 2013, 14).
For the present argument, it is not important 
whether or not, in the case of the Trobriand is-
landers’ gift exchange, it occurs solely for prestige 
and political reasons or if it is a cover for barter. 
This is a discussion for anthropologists. It is also 
not entirely vital to create an anthropological dif-
ferentiation between whether or not barter is 
trade or not, if it deals with commodities or not, 
or if gift exchange can be seen as trade or not, as 
these are distinctions in anthropology. However, 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
often take on a different meaning. Thus, while in 
anthropology, calling gift exchange trade may be 
incorrect, in archaeology it may be the correct use 
of the term trade. The problem lies in the differ-
??????????????????????????????????????????????-
pologist can ask the living informants questions 
to try and determine the meaning behind the ex-
change, whether it be barter, gift exchange, trade, 
buying and selling of commodities and so on. 
However, in archaeology we may only ask ques-
tions of the artefacts we have and of the texts from 
??????????????????????????????????????? ?????????
interpreted to formulate a theory whether there 
was a market economy, whether there was com-
modity exchange, or whether an object arrived in 
a certain place through gift exchange or barter or 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
grain. The problem is, the objects and texts do not 
tell us exactly what they are or what they mean, 
and the archaeologist is tasked with interpreting 
these objects and determining whether or not an 
object is a gift, a commodity, a bartered object, 
a piece of loot, or something else, all of which is 
made by an outside observer making the best as-
sumption based on the available understanding 
of the period and region. Thus, to make clear this 
distinction between the anthropological view of 
exchange and the archaeological view, it is import-
????????????????????????????????????????????????-
????????????????????????????????????????????????
for these terms within archaeology itself, to come 
?????????????????????? ????????????????????????????
archaeological evidence.
3.4.  Trade and Exchange in Archaeology
The idea of exploring trade in the archaeological 
past has been a key feature of archaeology for 
most of its history. Generally, of course, this is in 
looking at objects found archaeologically which 
could be considered imports, exotica, non-local 
material, all of which could have been brought 
to the location of deposition either through some 
kind of trade mechanism, diffusion, acculturation, 
or migration. While theories on how ‘imported’ 
objects arrived in a location have been formulated 
for decades, with some of the beginnings of these 
theories starting with Kossina and Childe, it is not 
the intention of this section to examine this entire 
history. Such ideas as trade being equated to dif-
fusion or that of pots and peoples and trying to 
??????????????????????????????? ??????????????????
have long been discussed and need not be repeat-
ed here.74 What is important for this discussion 
74 For a review of the history of trade and exchange in 
 archaeological theory see: McCormicks Adams 1974; Ren-
frew 1975; Oka/Kusimba 2008; Skeates 2009; Bauer/ Agbe-
Davies 2011.
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are the definitions for the words trade and ex-
change in archaeology, what they mean to differ-
????????????????????????? ????????????????????????
models can accurately describe the archaeological 
record. It is only with this understanding that we 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
archaeological material and not only the theories 
of how to interpret it.
???????????????????????????????????????????????
always the problems of words. Often times in try-
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
???????????????????????????????????????????????
???????????????? ?????????????????????75 Seeming-
ly just as important as this are the standard dic-
???????????????????????????????????????????????
and the historical meanings of the word and how 
the meaning has changed over time. This is exact-
ly the track McCormicks Adams took at the begin-
ning of his innovative review of trade in archae-
ology. He demonstrates that the Middle English 
word ‘trade’ originally meant path or beaten track, 
which in the 16th century then took on the mean-
ing of a habitual course of action or the practice of 
an occupation leading to the English word ‘trades-
????????????????????? ?????? ?????????????? ????
which connects the word with commerce, the ex-
change of commodities, barter, and sale (McCor-
micks Adams 1974, 239). As he states: ‘The extent 
that the practice of trade and commerce now is 
??????????????????????????????????????????????? ?-
tivated, entrepreneurial behavior, the word has 
swung around until its connotations are almost 
diametrically opposed to those that were present 
originally’ (McCormicks Adams 1974, 239). These 
‘diametrically opposed’ meanings demonstrate not 
only the changing meaning of the word trade, but 
also that for different people at different times, 
the word trade will have many different conno-
tations. How this word is used in archaeological 
research, while seemingly innocuous, becomes a 
complex question of ‘what does this word mean 
to you?’ The same can be said of the word ‘ex-
change’ which is often times used interchangeably 
with the word trade, either because the question if 
there is a difference between the words trade and 
75 For an example of this, see Polanyi 1957a as he de-
???????????????????????????????????????
exchange is not important, or it is believed that 
there is no real difference in the meanings of these 
two words. One example of this is Monroe’s exam-
ination of ‘trade’ in the Eastern Mediterranean: on 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????
is no difference between trade and exchange, 
and these two words can be used interchangea-
bly (Monroe 2009, 1). Or, as Burns describes trade 
in New York, Mycenae, and other great cities, he 
uses the words trade and exchange interchange-
ably, both being the factors which brought about 
the great wealth of those cities (Burns 2010a, 1 f.). 
However, I believe it is important to separate these 
two words, as one can accurately describe what is 
seen in the archaeological record, while the other 
is better to describe models or historical texts, but 
both are not equally applicable to every archaeo-
logical question.
???????????????????????????????????????????
as, ‘A two-way exchange’ (Aubet 2013, 81). How-
ever, the exact meanings archaeologists have 
????????????????????????????????????????????????-
??????????????????????????????????????????????????-
chaeology could go on endlessly if pulled from all 
fields, periods, and places of archaeology, I will 
??????????????????????????????????? ???????????????
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
??????????????????????????????????????????????
in archaeology is the distinct economic overtones 
reflecting modern economic thought.76 One of 
?????????????????????????? ???????????????????-
scribes trade as: ‘[Encompassing] a broad spec-
trum of economic activities, including reciprocal 
gifting, barter, redistribution, buying and selling, 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
and various combinations of these idealized types’ 
(Monroe 2013, 6792). Going along with this gen-
eral economic theme is Burns’s more general ap-
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
exchange of goods and services within a mercan-
tile or economic framework that may or may not 
involve currency’ (Burns 2010b, 291). Skeates also 
??????????????????????????????????????????????
it as: ‘a commercial type of transaction, between 
people and places, involving an exchange of com-
modities for money or other commodities. It is 
76 Much as McCormicks Adams noted even in 1974.
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undertaken, in part, to counteract the uneven dis-
tribution of essential cultural resources’ (Skeates 
2009, 556). Hafford, while describing trade in eco-
???????????????????????????????????????????????
??????????? ?????????????????????????????????????
????????????? ?????????????????????????????????????-
ized exchange, a habitual transfer of goods that 
can be an end in itself rather than simply a means 
to one. Some value is generally gained in the ex-
change and it is thus normally linked to at least 
one, sometimes several, standard measurements 
of value’ (Hafford 2001, 10). From these defini-
????????????????????????????????????????????????-
tions for trade in archaeology place a strong focus 
on the economic aspects of trade as seen through 
modern economic thought. While some still main-
tain that political and cultural dynamics may play 
as strong a role in structuring trade as the econo-
my does (Burns 2010b, 291), it is clear from the use 
of the term trade that the general modern under-
standing is rooted in economics. However, this is 
???????????????? ?????????????????
Agbe-Davis and Bauer begin their volume on 
rethinking trade in archaeology by stating: ‘Trade 
acts as an important mechanism for establishing 
and maintaining the social bonds that hold soci-
eties together’ (Agbe-Davies/Bauer 2010, 13). In 
their approach to trade in archaeology, they are 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
of kinship and the social spaces through which 
goods can travel, and the importance of these so-
cial interactions which may take place through 
trade. For Agbe-Davis and Bauer, trade is one type 
of exchange relationship which is ‘a more specif-
ic category of activity in which the exchange is 
more formalized and market based, both in the 
individual interaction and on a systematic scale’ 
(Agbe-Davies/Bauer 2010, 15). Their focus is on the 
actors in the trade and the ritualised or institution-
alised practices and spaces in which trade can take 
place, whether it be at a marketplace or a family 
gathering. In turn, they note that while tradition-
al archaeological theory concerning trade focus-
es on the circulation of things, an often forgotten 
aspect is the intangible movements of traditions, 
values, and ideas (Agbe-Davies/Bauer 2010, 15–19). 
Thus, they state: ‘Explanations that cast the prima-
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
capture only part of their meaning’ (Agbe-Davies/
Bauer 2010, 20), removing them from the general 
trend of modern economic-based thought for the 
archaeology of trade. Similarly, Sameas and Coen-
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
should be understood as the transaction of goods 
and services between individuals and/or societies. 
It implies organized, direct, short-term actions’ 
(Sameas/Coenaerts 2011, 395). They do not specif-
ically place trade in an economic framework, but 
they place the emphasis on the organised aspect of 
??????? ?????? ???????????????????????????????????
is the use of the word exchange. Some of the above 
scholars have made a distinction in how they use 
the words trade and exchange, and here I will ex-
??????????????????????????????????
Not all of the above authors make a strong dis-
tinction between trade and exchange: as mentioned 
before, both Monroe and Burns use the term in-
terchangeably (Monroe 2009, 1; Burns 2010a, 1 f.). 
Additionally, Renfrew also believed the terms to be 
synonymous (Renfrew 1975, 4). Skeates how ever, 
does make a distinction between the two terms, 
defining exchange as: ‘the reciprocal process in 
which people give and receive something in place 
of another … that something can be almost anything 
from ideas, to marriage partners, prisoners-of-war, 
food, livestock, raw materials, manufactured goods, 
broken objects, foreign currency, services, blows, 
bodily substances, positions, stories, opinions and 
glances’ (Skeates 2009, 556). Skeates goes on to note 
that one major factor generally separating trade 
from exchange is that trade is typically regarded as 
more economic, while exchange has a more social 
underpinning (Skeates 2009, 556). Likewise, Hafford 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
as: ‘a general term, operating in many modes but al-
ways concerning the transfer of goods between in-
dividuals or groups. The simplest form of exchange 
is barter (transfer of two items one for the other), 
but note that trade and commerce are also forms 
of exchange’ (Hafford 2001, 9). For both of these 
???????????????????????????????????????? ????????
encompassing trade but with the general theme 
of things, whether they be material or immaterial, 
passing between two people or groups. In this way, 
the definition given for exchange by Agbe-Davis 
and Bauer generally matches these authors even 
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?????????????????????????????????????????????????-
scribe exchange as: ‘the transfer of goods from one 
party to another through a wide range of mecha-
nisms, from  ritualized gift exchange to the negotiat-
ed transactions of barter and markets and the one-
way exchange of coercion and piracy (Agbe-Davies/
Bauer 2010, 15). Finally, Sameas and Coenaerts de-
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
 people, organized or non-organized actions, direct 
or indirect, over the short or long term’ (Sameas/
?????????????????????? ???????????????????????????
for the word exchange.
?????????????????? ???????????????????????????-
nitions for trade and exchange. While many of 
??????????????????????????????????????????????-
thropology itself may not agree with how the word 
is defined. An anthropologist would distinguish 
between trade, being barter or commodity ex-
change, and gift exchange falling under ceremoni-
al exchange (Strathern/Stewert 2005, 235). Howev-
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
gift exchange under the title of trade. Likewise, 
Hafford lists barter as the simplest form of ex-
change, whereas, in anthropology, barter would 
likely be called trade. Thus, the question then re-
mains, what do either of these two terms mean 
and for whom, as there seems to be a distinct sepa-
ration between the general anthropological mean-
ing of the words trade and exchange and the ar-
chaeological meaning of the words. Susan Sherratt 
???? ???????????????????????????????????????????-
chaeological and anthropological understandings 
of trade quite clear. She states: ‘I offer no apology 
for using the words ‘trade’ and ‘traders’ in their 
commonly understood vernacular sense, regard-
less of the type of trading mechanisms involved’ 
(S. Sherratt 2011, 138). Sherratt goes on to say 
she sees no difference between gift exchange and 
trade which anthropologists distinguish between, 
as she, like Agbe-Davis and Bauer, agrees that all 
of these forms of exchange are embedded in social 
????????????????????????????????????????????? ??????
in either of the words is what they describe, as the 
words often focus on the process of exchange or 
trade and the actors or the actors’ motives. If this 
is to be the focus of the words, then one should 
take a more anthropological focus for them, in-
stead of an archaeological one; however, as there 
is a difference between these two disciplines, one 
must look to what archaeology can do with what it 
has. Anthropology has the living, while archaeolo-
gy has the things of the dead. This means the focus 
????????????????????????????????? ????????????????
archaeological materials should be on trying to de-
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
material culture.
This focus on the material culture has certain-
ly not been ignored, as theories and models of 
????????????????????? ???????????????????????????-
chaeology; it has long been the focus and the topic 
of many articles, books, and dissertations. Thus, as 
Renfrew stated: ‘Trade can be studied. The objects 
of trade, or at least the imperishable ones, can fre-
quently be found, modern analytical techniques 
allow the determination of the source, and quan-
titative methods inspired by geography permit 
generalization about distribution patterns’ (Ren-
frew 1975, 3). Renfrew created ten ‘modes of trade 
and their spatial implications’, models which were 
meant to track trade in the archaeological record 
through an examination of the material culture re-
cord. After the creation of these ten models, Ren-
frew went on to model the possible statistical im-
plications of the ten forms of trade and how they 
might manifest themselves in the archaeological 
record, which could be detected through a statisti-
cal and spatial analysis (Renfrew 1975, 40–54). Lee-
mans described trade in two main kinds, long dis-
tance and distributive trade. Distributive trade is 
local trade and plays no role in contacts with other 
societies as it is the movement of goods within a 
given cultural or local space. Long distance trade 
is thus when goods are traded between countries 
or regions, with the items being either directly 
taken to the foreign region by traders or by being 
bought and sold through a chain of intermediar-
ies with each one trading the object over short 
distances (Leemans 1977, 1). Sugerman has also 
applied a dendritic model of trade to the Southern 
Levant, whereby trade objects are seen as enter-
ing the country at the coastal ports and traveling 
inwards via the drainage system carved into the 
???????????????????????????????????????????????
the ports from the producing centres inland, while 
goods moved upstream, with a decrease of goods 
as the objects moved further inland (Sugerman 
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2000, 31–35; 2009, 442 f.). These models, however, 
are not without their problems.
As Manning and Hulin noted, there are no 
clear relations between the models of distribu-
tion and the fall-off patterns Renfrew predicted 
????????????????????????????????????????? ???????
though, is of course with the use of the word trade. 
Generally expressed through the use of the word 
????????????????????????????????????????????????????
the buying and selling of goods and other econom-
ic factors which are employed, whether the trade 
is part of a social relationship or not. However, the 
question must be asked: can we actually describe 
the archaeological evidence as objects which were 
in fact traded? Aubet makes this point quite clear-
ly. She states: ‘Trade is not the only mechanism for 
the distribution of goods in centralized economies; 
the circulation and distribution of goods can also 
take place by way of taxes, tributes, plunder and 
illegal trade or piracy, as well as through gift ex-
change and marriage alliances. It is not easy to 
identify these different ways of distributing goods 
in the archaeological record without the aid of 
written documents, so ceremonial exchange and 
tribute are often confused with genuine trade’ 
(Aubet 2013, 81). The last sentence is of the ut-
most importance when trying to understand trade 
or exchange in light of archaeological material 
culture.
When looking at a pot, a piece of gold, or what-
ever other piece of non-local material one is exam-
ining in the archaeological record, it is almost im-
possible to determine the exact method by which 
it arrived in that depositional context. Thus, as 
Aubet stated, goods which were tribute, gifts, plun-
der, or even personal possessions can be confused 
with objects of economic trade. Additionally, there 
is the question of the life or the biography of the 
object. It was most likely the case that often an 
object did not have one owner and that it was not 
shipped to one location and deposited there, as it 
would have passed through different phases of 
existence (Appadurai 1986; Yasur-Landau/Goren 
2004; Steel 2013, 124). Thus, even if an object was 
initially bought, it could have been later gifted to 
another person, stolen, taken or given as tribute or 
transported as a personal possession before being 
deposited. This would mean that, even if we have 
objects of non-local origin, unless we know the bi-
ography of the object, it is impossible to say how 
and why it arrived in that location. That is, unless 
there are texts to help determine whether or not 
the object might be from trade. However, trying 
to correlate a text with an archaeological artefact 
is difficult if not impossible, and even trying to 
determine the means of ‘trade’ in the texts is not 
without problems, as will be seen with the gift ex-
change or barter between the Great Kings of the 
LBA. Within the texts, there is both evidence to say 
these kings and rulers were participating in high 
level gift exchange or were using the language of 
gift exchange to cover over their bartering or buy-
ing and selling of prestige and precious goods.
With all that being said, what then might be a 
????????????????????????????????????????????????????
disjointed meanings and usage between anthro-
pology and archaeology, and the problem of accu-
rately identifying trade objects within the archae-
????????????????????????????????? ??????????????????
these words in a way which most accurately de-
scribes the material which we have at hand. Thus, 
??? ???????????????????? ??????????????The move-
ment of an object from one location to another. 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
of ‘exchange’ or ‘trade’ which have already been 
described. However, the difference here is that, 
when examining an artefact, it is nearly impossi-
ble to determine by which method of ‘exchange’ 
or ‘trade’ it travelled by, let alone the actors who 
???????????????????????????????????????????????
of the object but not the intent or method, as these 
are seemingly lost to time. Moreover, it is not the 
????????????????????????????????????????????????????
economic and social aspects of trade or exchange 
which have been mentioned above. However, 
?????????????????????????? ??????????????????????
generally only applicable to a historical under-
standing or to theories which the archaeological 
material culture cannot substantiate as they apply 
to history but not necessarily to the material cul-
ture itself.
??????????????????????????????????????????????
would seem to catch trade in the act cannot be con-
clusively proven to be trade and not gift exchange. 
Such are the cases of the cache of Mycenaean 
pottery found at el-Amarna which have been 
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interpreted as either a gift or as being bought, the 
??????????????????????????????????????????????
again could be either a gift or were bought, the 
Mycenaean figures found in the Levant which 
could have been given as gifts or used in barter for 
supplies. Perhaps most notably is the case of the 
Uluburun shipwreck which sunk, freezing in time 
the movement of a vast amount of goods. How-
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
still cannot tell with any certainty exactly where it 
was going, why it was going there, if it was a gift, 
if it was part of sailor trade, if it was part of a brid-
al price, or if it was an order for goods needed.77 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
for trade being a socially embedded practice, with 
economic interests or exchange being the transfer-
ence of goods between two parties, as these work 
perfectly well when describing historical material 
or when trying to create complex theoretical mod-
els. However, they do not function as being able to 
explain the material culture. This does not mean 
one cannot theorise that certain objects may have 
arrived by a certain method or exclude certain 
methods of trade or exchange. For example, it is 
not likely that the Mycenaean pottery at the Am-
mon Airport Structure arrived as plunder or loot 
from a Canaanite raid against a Mycenaean site, 
or that the Nile perch found at ????????? ?????(Tel 
Chinnereth) arrived by an overland route after 
being stolen in Egypt. These are highly unlikely; 
however, taking the same examples, it is not clear 
if the Mycenaean pottery at the Ammon Airport 
structure arrived as a single bought shipment, if 
some were personal positions, tribute gifts and so 
on. Or for the Nile perch at ????????? ????, if they 
too were bought, gifted and so on. Thus, there are 
more and less likely means by which a non-local 
object may have arrived. Nevertheless, the archae-
ological record does not clarify by which means 
exactly an object arrived at a given site, and by 
which method that object arrived will change the 
?????????????????? ??????????????????????????????
that object.
77 For all of these examples see the following chapter for 
an in depth examination.
For the purposes of this work, however, it 
is also important to further define the term ex-
change, in this case to separate between intrare-
gional and interregional exchange. Intraregional 
?????????????????????????????The exchange of 
objects within a specified region. Interregion-
??????????????????????????????The exchange of 
objects between two diverse regions.78 This ex-
change can take place either directly i.e. a scarab 
is made in Egypt and shipped directly to Ugarit, 
or indirectly i.e. a scarab is made in Egypt then is 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
later moved to Byblos, and then is later moved to 
Ugarit having exchanged hands several times. In-
terregional exchange is thus a broad term to de-
scribe the movement of objects; however, when 
describing the archaeological artefacts, it does 
not describe the biography of how it arrived in 
its depositional context. In the case of this work, 
interregional exchange would be represented by 
objects which came from outside of the Southern 
Levant but were found within the region or items 
which came from the Southern Levant and were 
found outside of the region. However, as with 
most definitions, the term region must also be 
????????????????????????????????????????A specif-
ic area of land, sea, and water which has been 
grouped together based on material culture 
?????????????????????????????????. Thus, the 
term, ‘non-local’ would then refer to items which 
came from outside of a given region, with the re-
gion being local. This is an important aspect, as the 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
what is and is not interregional exchange is de-
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
this is the region in question, the Southern Levant, 
as the boundaries are a modern day invention 
created by an archaeological and historical inter-
pretation of this region’s history. To illustrate this 
point, there is the site of Hazor in Northern Israel.
Hazor is generally placed within the region 
known as the Southern Levant. However, while it 
is placed in the area of the Southern Levant, the 
material culture from Hazor during its history is 
78 This separation is similar to that made by Leemans’s 
separation between long distance and distributive trade.
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generally more in line with that of the Northern 
Levant, thus being outside of the Southern Levan-
tine region. This is clearly illustrated by Hesse who 
states: ‘The archaeological material at Hazor re-
???????????????????????????? ?????????????????????????
related to the geographical spheres to the north 
of the city, including the northern Syrian cultures 
tangent to southern Anatolia and to the NW touch-
ing the Mesopotamian culture’ (Hesse 2008, 176). 
Thus, with a strict examination of the material 
culture, it might seem more reasonable to place 
Hazor outside of the Southern Levantine region; 
however, as it has traditionally been placed within 
the Southern Levant for the purposes of this study, 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
Yet, this problem can be confusing when trying to 
determine what items can or should be considered 
interregional or intraregional, as an item made in 
Hazor and traded to ????????? ???? could be seen 
as either inter- or intra-regional depending on 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
whenever using this term ‘interregional exchange’ 
we must acknowledge that it relies on modern day 
constructions of regions, and that while it depicts 
the exchange of objects between these construct-
ed regions, it does not tell us the type of trade or 
type of exchange nor the path of exchange which 
has been lost to history and is not visible archae-
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????
to argue against using the word trade, as objects 
could be argued to be objects of trade. Nonethe-
less, using the term trade in a historical model is 
different from describing the archaeological mate-
rial culture where the term is not applicable, as it 
cannot be proven to be trade over some other kind 
of exchange.
??????????????????????????????????????????????
encompasses other items which are often times 
hard to explain or interpret in a trade model of ex-
change. These items would include the many types 
of ‘imported’ Egyptian goods, which have been 
uncovered at many sites, and are believed to have 
had a connection with Egypt or even Egyptians 
living at the site. The question is, were these Egyp-
tian items traded to the Southern Levant, or where 
they brought by the ‘Egyptians’ living there? These 
items could either be personal possessions and 
thus not an indicator of trade, or they could be 
items of trade brought from Egypt to a Canaanite 
prince who was egyptianised. However, we cannot 
tell how these artefacts came to be there, whether 
they are objects of trade, or personal possessions. 
What we can call these objects though are ob-
jects of interregional exchange, as exchange does 
not have to be reciprocal. In other words, if these 
Egyptian objects were brought as personal posses-
sions, the objects were exchanged between two 
regions; however, there was no trade or gifting of 
the objects and thus no reciprocal exchange i.e. 
grain was not traded for another object nor need a 
reciprocal gift be given.
Interregional exchange seen in this light also 
does not tell us of the life the object has after being 
exchanged between regions. In this archaeologi-
????????????????????????????????????????????????????
is interpreted in its context of deposition both in 
time and space. However, it is likely that many of 
these objects we discuss which have been called 
imports had a life after arriving in the Southern 
Levant, whether that was in a single family, or if 
the object was re-traded or re-exchanged to sev-
eral different people or locations before being de-
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
from another region did not simply stop moving 
once arriving in the Southern Levant (see for ex-
ample, Yasur-Landau/Goren 2004). Thus, when 
we consider interregional exchange patterns, 
we must take into consideration both the date of 
manufacture for the object i.e. LH IIIA2 and the 
date of deposition i.e. LB IIB, as this provides both 
a terminus post quem and a? ??????????????????? 
However, the time between these two dates is the 
possible time of exchange including both the ini-
tial interregional exchange, and the time in which 
the object could have had a life of its own, either 
being passed down in a family and moved in that 
????????????????????????????????????????????????-
tion. However, this can only be if an approximate 
date of manufacture can be determined, which 
is not possible for all artefacts which might have 
arrived in the Southern Levant via interregion-
al exchange, such as precious metals, stones, and 
??????????????????? ????????????????????????????????
of manufacture even if the object is worked, as 
they could have been reworked, or recycled. With 
????????????????????????????????????????????????????
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the next step is to examine the theoretical backing 
for the development of this exchange and the de-
velopment of interregional exchange as a cultural 
resource.
3.5. Interregional Exchange as a Resource
One of the important aspects of this study is the 
investigation of the development of interregional 
exchange as a resource in the Southern Levant 
and where and why it might have been consid-
ered a resource during the LBA and Iron I. How-
ever, before explaining this concept, it is im-
portant to define what resource means in this 
???????????????????????????????????????????????
the theoretical framework of which this pro-
ject is a part. This framework is the SFB 1070 
 RESOURCECULTURES, a multi-disciplinary attempt at 
examining resources in different ages, places, and 
with a variety of diverse methods. Thus, under 
this framework, the term resource has a special 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
other key concepts which must be introduced to 
bring a different understanding of how to per-
ceive interregional exchange in the past (for a full 
discussion, see: Bartelheim/Hardenberg/Staecker 
2014; Bartelheim et ??? 2015).
The traditional understanding of what a re-
????????????????????????????????????????????????-
ing: ‘Natural raw-materials, needed for economic 
production or, in a broader sense, to provide sup-
port for human existence’ (Bartelheim/Harden-
berg/Staecker 2014, 16). However, this tradition-
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
?????????????????????????????????????????????????-
cations or transformative properties. There exist 
many immaterial things which can be deemed as 
a resource. In the past as in the present, ideology 
can be used as a resource in order to gain control, 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????-
ligion can act in much the same way, as men and 
women can use religion to motivate or move an 
entire population, and thus the actors have used 
this immaterial concept as a resource of power 
or for social change. Thus, with these thoughts in 
mind, it has led to a new view of resources. In this 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
means to create, sustain and alter social relations, 
units and identities within the framework of cul-
turally affected beliefs and practices’ (Bartelheim/
Hardenberg/Staecker 2014, 17). This understand-
ing of resources thus does not view them simply as 
things, but as culturally embedded ideas, or things 
which have a cultural value. In other words, even 
if a natural resource of copper would normally be 
listed as a resource, if it is in an area where cop-
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
for those people, copper is not a resource so much 
as it is a green rock. Or, moreover, we would tra-
ditionally ascribe the term resource to this same 
copper because of its metallurgical properties, 
but in the past, the green copper ore or the met-
al itself could have been viewed as sacred. Thus, 
in this case, the use of the metal as metal for tools 
and so on would not have been the resource but 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????
or change the culture would be the resource. In 
the case of interregional exchange this is also true.
????????????????????????????????????????????
here, or trade would be viewed as the mover of 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
made in the Argolid of Greece and shipped to 
Egypt, Cyprus, and the Levant where they were 
bought and sold in return for other items which 
were brought back to Greece. Traditionally, it 
would be the view that the resource in this case 
would be the oil being bought and sold, or for oth-
er examples from the LBA, the copper and tin in-
gots being shipped on the Uluburun ship, the gold 
given as gifts from an Egyptian pharaoh to an-
other of the Great Kings and so on would all fall 
under the traditional idea of the resources being 
??????????????????????????????????????????????-
tion of resources, we must examine interregional 
exchange differently and not as the mover of re-
sources but as the resource itself. Again, within 
????????????????????????????????????????????????
be included the various types of trade or gift ex-
change which have been discussed above, mean-
ing, in a historical model, trade itself should be 
viewed as a resource. However, in this archaeolog-
ical view of interregional exchange as a resource, 
it would be seen that certain areas used this con-
cept or the ability to move and receive goods as a 
way of creating a cultural identity or changing a 
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current one, sustaining this identity, all the while 
affecting the intercultural relations and contacts 
of this area. It is the use of interregional exchange, 
the idea, which could be seen as a resource sup-
porting part of their cultural identity. Thus, for 
the area most commonly associated with inter-
regional exchange in the Levant during the LBA, 
Ugarit, interregional exchange could be viewed 
as one of the main resources which sustained and 
altered the culture of this area. One key point is 
that, while looking at this question of whether or 
not interregional exchange was a resource, it must 
be taken into consideration that asking the ques-
tion of a broad area such as the Southern Levant 
would be wrong. Asking if interregional exchange 
was used as a resource in this entire area would 
be futile as much as in the modern world there 
are cities or towns which rely on interregional ex-
change and some which do not. Thus, the question 
we must ask is not was interregional exchange im-
portant for the Southern Levant during the LBA, 
but rather, was interregional exchange important 
for Hazor, or Megiddo, or ??????????????? Why 
was it important in one area and not another? 
How did it affect this particular city, and why, at 
the end of the LBA, for those cities where interre-
gional exchange was viewed as a resource, what 
changed culturally which made it seem to take on 
a less culturally important role in the Iron Age?
Resources, however, do not act alone. Even 
if interregional exchange could act as a resource 
for a given city or town, an entire complex of 
peoples and abilities would be needed to main-
tain interregional exchange as a resource. Thus, 
in this understanding of resources, they do not 
exist alone, but rather in a ResourceComplex. A 
????????????????????????????????????????????????
do not exist in an isolated way, but in combina-
tion with other resources as a ResourceComplex, 
which frequently consists of a combination of 
objects, persons, knowledge and practices.  Often 
????????????????????????????????????????????? ????
preservation, distribution or use’ (Bartelheim/
Hardenberg/Staecker 2014, 18). Thus in the case 
of interregional exchange as resource, it would 
have involved an entire system of peoples, objects, 
needs both physical and ideological in order to ex-
ist as a resource. Moreover, if one of the parts in 
the ResourceComplex were to change or cease to 
exist, it may cause the resource to no longer func-
tion as a resource or no longer be important to the 
culture. This is a key factor which will be a part of 
the examination of what might have changed in 
the LBA in the Southern Levant, that if there were 
places in this region which used interregional ex-
change as a resource, what might have changed in 
the ResourceComplex, that would shift the focus 
away from interregional exchange as a resource 
to, say, moving to the central highlands. Thus, 
when taking both the resource and the Resource-
Complex into consideration along with the cul-
tures which use them, there is what can be called 
a RESOURCECULTURE. RESOURCECULTURES ‘can be seen as 
specific dynamic models connecting certain re-
sources, social forms of use, social relations, units 
and identities in a contingent meaningful way’ 
(Bartelheim/Hardenberg/Staecker 2014, 23). With 
all of this in mind, it is the goal to examine the de-
velopment of interregional exchange as a resource 
and as part of a ResourceComplex within the 
Southern Levant during the LBA and the claimed 
disappearance of this resource and ResourceCom-
plex in the Early Iron Age.
??????????????????????????????????????????????
the value of interregional exchange in the soci-
eties of the Southern Levant and the value of the 
objects exchanged. The term ‘value’ here refers 
to: ‘… those invisible chains that link relations be-
tween things to relations between people’ (Grego-
ry 1997, 12). For the purpose here, there are two 
types of value which are crucial to how the peo-
ples of the Southern Levant valued interregional 
exchange and the non-local objects transferred 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
??????????????????????????????????????????????????-
sired or discovered by society at different stages 
in its historical evolution’ (Gregory 1982, 10). Use- 
value is the value of the usefulness of the object. 
For example, a Cypriot pot’s use-value could be 
as a container for a precious liquid, or for repre-
senting part of a person’s identity for eternity once 
placed in a grave. On the other hand is exchange 
????????????????????????????????????????????????-
portion in which use-values of one sort are ex-
changed for those of another sort’ (Gregory 1982, 
10 f.). In this case, it is the worth of the object in 
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relation to its worth to another object, be that 
ten Cypriot pots are worth one stone vessel when 
????????????????????????????????????????????????
Gregory illustrates the difference with rice as the 
example, stating: ‘Rice, for example, has a number 
of use-values be it food for a consumer or seed for 
a producer; its exchange-value, by contrast, is the 
price it fetches on the market’ (Gregory 1997, 126). 
Whether or not a non-local object was valued for 
its use or for its exchange value will ultimately af-
fect the interpretation of the importance of these 
objects, whether they were more so valued in the 
social sphere because of their use-value or in the 
economic sphere because of their exchange value. 
This will be examined more closely in the chapters 
examining the non-local material culture in the 
Southern Levant.
3.6.  Summary
The study of ancient economies, trade, and ex-
change have changed considerably throughout 
the past decades of study. Many different fields 
have brought their unique view points from econ-
omists, anthropologists, archaeologists studying 
non-local material culture, to archaeologists, histo-
rians and philologists who examined ancient texts 
which relate to economies and exchange. Within 
all of this, there is disagreement, as anthropolo-
gists use the terms trade and exchange differently 
than archaeologists mean them, while archaeolo-
gists also argue over the economic or embedded 
and social value of trade, all the while using the 
terms in a more historic context than one which 
addresses the material culture. Thus, with this as 
the starting point, it is time to start again with a 
????????????????????????????????????????????-
es the archaeological material culture, being the 
movement of an object from one location to an-
other, with interregional exchange being between 
???????????????????? ???????????????????????????-
ine interregional exchange as a resource and as 
part of ResourceComplex which developed during 
the LBA but which changed and is said to have 
stopped acting as a resource during the Early Iron 
Age. However, before examining the material cul-
ture from the Southern Levant, it is important to 
examine the extensive historical, archaeological, 
and theoretical background concerning trade and 
interregional exchange in the LBA throughout the 
Eastern Mediterranean.
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4. Trade and Exchange in the Late Bronze Age Southern Levant: Texts, Archaeology, and Theory
4.1.  Introduction
Trade and exchange, in the traditional senses of 
the words, are believed to have played a major 
role for the populations throughout the Eastern 
Mediterranean during the LBA. The corpus of 
scholarly research which covers this topic is enor-
mous. This includes the detailed translations and 
examinations of texts found in Greece, Anatolia, 
the Levant, Babylon, Assyria, and in Egypt to illu-
minate how the great powers interacted through 
trade relations to the possible life of the merchant 
and what role they played in these different so-
cieties. Aside from the textual examinations are 
the iconographic works which have focused on 
the ‘international style’, where elements from the 
Aegean, Anatolia, Cyprus, the Levant, and Egypt 
intermingled through the sharing of ideas and 
perhaps even artists from one region to another. 
Of course, from the archaeological side are the 
detailed lists of imported objects, whether it be 
Cline’s examination of exotica in the Aegean LBA, 
Leonard’s detailed listing of Mycenaean pottery in 
the Levant, or Gittlen’s catalogue of Cypriot pot-
tery in the southern Levant which, even though 
it is almost forty years old, still remains a stan-
dard work when examining Cypriot pottery in the 
Southern Levant during the LBA. All of these have 
been coupled with a vast array of theories con-
cerning the merchant or trader in the LBA, what 
goods were transported, whether they be archae-
ologically visible or invisible and in which quan-
tities, to when these connections were important, 
and eventually what brought these connections to 
an end and how this all played into the ‘collapse’ 
at the end of the LBA. With such a large bulk of 
scholarly research, it is impossible to present it all 
in one place; however, here I will attempt to pres-
ent as much as can be and all information which 
is relevant to the question whether the cessation 
of interregional exchange played a role in the ‘col-
lapse’ at the end of the LBA in the Southern Levant 
and the role that interregional exchange played as 
a resource during this time.
The goal of this chapter is to begin by examin-
ing the textual evidence for trade in the LBA with 
both its pros and cons. After this, I will examine 
the merchant or trader in the LBA and the various 
theories which have been proposed concerning 
these men and women as to whether they were 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
without any individual action. Subsequently, I will 
look in detail at one of the great questions con-
cerning trade and exchange in the LBA, which is 
connectivity between the regions with a particu-
lar focus on connections with the Aegean and the 
Southern Levant. With this, I will also examine 
the objects which were exchanged and how they 
might have been moved, shipwrecks, and look 
at quantities of non-local objects in different re-
gions to place it all into perspective. Finally, I will 
explore the theories which have been proposed 
where the breakup of trade relations or networks 
led to the ‘collapse’ at the end of the LBA, and pres-
ent an examination of the evidence for the contin-
uation of interregional exchange in the Early Iron 
Age. The focus will be mainly on the theories sug-
gested by Susan Sherratt and Michal Artzy.
4.2.  Gifts and the Great Kings
Gift exchange between the Great Kings and other 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
Bryce 2003b; Podany 2010; Kopanias 2015). Let-
???????????????????????????????????????????????
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
terms such as gift or the familial references even 
though those communicating were not family. 
However, before beginning with the textual evi-
dence for gift exchange in the historical settings, 
??????????????????????????????????? ???????????
using these texts to interpret the entire LBA for 
??????????????????? ??????????????????????????????
problems comes from the believed gift exchange 
with the Aegean. There is very little textual evi-
dence to support the idea that gift exchange took 
Trade and Exchange in the Late Bronze Age Southern Levant: Texts, Archaeology, and Theory108
place between Greece and the rest of the Eastern 
Mediterranean. Linear B inscriptions do not pro-
vide any evidence of gift exchange or even trade 
with regions outside of Greece (Palmer 2003, 125, 
135; Cline 2013, 32), and beyond Greece, there is 
only scant evidence to say the region exchanged 
gifts with other powers at the time. One of the few 
examples comes from the tomb of Menkheper-
esenb, where the Prince of Keftiu, or Crete, is de-
picted with gifts. The one reliable historical men-
tion of a gift from Greece or Crete comes from the 
Annals of Thutmose III from his 42nd year, where 
he mentions that the Prince of Tanaju or mainland 
Greece brought tribute to Thutmose while he was 
in Syria (Bryce 1989, 8; Cline 1995a, 146). It is inter-
preted that this would not have been tribute, but 
rather was a gift. However, with the exception of 
one other vague Hittite reference to a gift from Ah-
hiyawa (Cline 1995a, 146), there is very little textu-
al evidence to support the notion of gift exchange 
between Greece and the remainder of the Eastern 
Mediterranean, and none of this evidence comes 
from Greece itself.
The problems with the textual evidence do 
not stop there, as moving across the Mediterrane-
an to Cyprus belays similar problems. On Cyprus, 
with the Cypro-Minoan script still waiting to be 
deciphered, the island itself remains silent. Texts 
outside of Cyprus which may lead to some conclu-
sions about their gift exchange practices are also 
rare. There are only seven letters79 from the Amar-
na archive which give any information about the 
possible gift exchange between Alasiya and Egypt. 
However, as will be seen, these texts may not de-
pict gift exchange at all. The Amarna Letters play 
an important role in all studies of gift exchange be-
tween the Great Kings during the LBA. Neverthe-
less, the Amarna Letters cover only a very short 
period of time during the LBA. The letters range 
from the 13th year of Amenhotep III through the 3rd 
year of Tutankhamen, when the city of el-Amarna 
was abandoned, with the maximum time covered 
by the archive being 28 years and the minimal 
time being 17 years ca. 1360–1335/34 BC. Addi-
tionally, the archive is incomplete, as we do not 
79 These are Letters EA 33–39. It is also possible there are 
eight texts depending if EA 40 is included with EA 39 or not. 
know how many letters were moved from The-
bes to  Amarna, nor do we know how many letters 
were taken from the city once it was abandoned 
(Na’aman 1981, 174; 2005, 148–151; Mumford 
????????????????????????????????????????????????
source of information about gift exchange in the 
LBA comes from an incomplete archive which cov-
ers only approximately eight percent of the LBA.
This presents the issue again which affects any 
study of the Eastern Mediterranean in the LBA, 
that it is often the case that even though general-
isations are made about the period and area as a 
whole, the information which this information is 
based on is very regionally and chronologically 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????????
there were civil uprisings throughout the Eastern 
Mediterranean only from some texts from Anato-
lia and Ugarit, trying to make general or overall 
statements about gift exchange from the textual 
sources at hand can be dangerous, misleading, or 
create conclusions which are not supported by 
the available evidence. As Liverani stated: ‘The 
written documentation on international trade in 
the Late Bronze period is not made up of a series 
of ‘data’ but rather of a series of interpretations 
thereof – the original data in their quantitative 
and factual description being practically lost to 
us’ (Liverani 1990, 205). With that said, it is now 
an appropriate time to forge ahead into the textu-
al evidence which remains and to deduce from it 
whether it is gift exchange or some kind of barter 
or commodity exchange.
Gifts during the LBA went by several different 
names. In Egypt it was the ???, a term which had 
been in use since the earliest periods of Egyptian 
history and one which played an important role for 
the king of Egypt during the New Kingdom (Blei-
berg 1996, 3 f., 90). ???, during the New Kingdom 
acted as part of the kingship outside of the belief 
that everything belonged to the king. It was to be 
delivered to the pharaoh directly, or to one of his 
????????????????????????????????????????????????-
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
(Bleiberg 1996, 3 f., 90–92). In the Akkadian texts, 
the gift exchange, or more properly, the greeting 
gift was called ???????, or it is sometimes hinted 
that it is only called a greeting, a ??? ? (Zaccagnini 
2000, 144). These greeting gifts were sent along 
with messengers to aid in their task and were also 
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met with great pomp upon arrival (Bryce 2003b, 
98; Liverani 2003b, 1234). These greeting gifts 
could range from luxury items such as gold, silver, 
ivory, and precious stones to animals, slaves, wom-
en, sculptors, masons, skilled labourers, physicians 
sent to provide their medical services, people of 
certain cults, or even cultic statues which might 
be sent to help in a time of need (Cline 1995a, 150; 
Zaccagnini 2000, 144; Bryce 2003b, 98).80 The gifts 
could be exchanged between the kings, and gifts 
were also sent to and from other members of the 
royal household (Bryce 2003b, 97; Kopanias 2015). 
Exchanging princesses was also an important part 
of this exchange, as this not only created a direct 
relationship with the other participant, but the 
bridal gift was also an important part of the gift ex-
change (Zaccagnini 2000, 146; Podany 2010).
As discussed in the previous chapter, one of 
the main aspects of a gift exchange is the creation 
and maintenance of kinship relations. Thus, it is 
no surprise that in the letters dealing with the ex-
change of gifts in the LBA, the Great Kings refer to 
each other as brothers, or for relationships where 
there was a difference in power, the father/son 
metaphor was used. This was the footing on which 
the kings of the same rank spoke with each other, 
as the familial metaphor described the mutual re-
lationship between the two parties even if this re-
lationship only existed in clay (Liverani 1990, 197–
201). It was for this reason that the kings, when 
speaking with each other, spoke in glowing terms, 
expressing their love and concern for the  other. 
This impacted the language of the letters, but it 
did not necessarily reflect the actual situation, 
such as if a messenger was being detained or if a 
gift which had been sent was of less worth than 
it ought to have been. The language of love and 
brotherhood was there to keep an equal footing 
and to maintain a diplomatic discourse even if one 
of the kings was not happy with the proceedings 
(Zaccagnini 2000, 148; Liverani 1990, 198 f.; Bryce 
????????????????? ??????????????????????????????????
Greetings gifts, then, were the tangible demonstra-
tion of love and kinship between the two parties. 
Thus, as Liverani described the gift giving between 
80 See Mumford (2009, 938) for the items mentioned in the 
Amarna Letters.
the Great Kings: ‘The fundamental norms are that 
gifts, like hospitality, cannot be asked for, must 
be given, must be accepted and appreciated, and 
must be reciprocated, in an increased amount’ 
(Liverani 2000, 24). Gifts were sent to maintain the 
kinship relations but also to create and maintain 
prestige. The giver of a great gift had prestige in 
being able to give such wealth, and the receiver 
also had prestige in receiving the gift by being in 
a relationship with the other Great King (Liverani 
1990, 214). However, within this, there were also 
certain rules which the partakers in this exchange 
had to abide by.
Gifts were to be sent and not requested. Asking 
for a gift would be to decrease the king’s prestige, 
as it would symbolise a lack of an item within the 
country. However, the way around this was to al-
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
a specific timeframe, meaning that the gift was 
meant for a task or building project but was not 
to be seen as the accumulation of personal wealth 
(Liverani 2000, 24; Bryce 2003b, 99–101). Thus, it 
was also of great importance that the gifts which 
were sent all be itemised so that the receiving king 
could know if the gift were true or not. If a poor 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
the sender, but also the receiver, as the gift would 
be unveiled in ceremony to the public or dignities. 
A poor gift was a loss of prestige for all. For exam-
ple, in the case of Burnaburiash king of Babylon, 
he was to receive 40 minas of gold from Akhen-
aten. However, when he melted down the gold, 
he says less than 10 minas came out. It was thus 
that Burnaburiash accused Akhenaten of send-
ing impure gold, an improper gift for both of the 
kings. However, there were always problems en-
countered on the journey taking the gift to another 
king which took months to years, as embezzlers 
could tamper with the material being sent, taking 
out gold and replacing it with impurities or even 
tampering with the lists sent along with the gifts 
(Bryce 2003b, 99). In addition to asking for items 
?????????????????????????? ?????????????????????????
for items which were commonplace in the  other 
country, as was the case with Egyptian gold. It 
was often said by the other Great Kings that ‘gold 
is as plentiful as dirt’ in Egypt, thus asking for 
egregious amounts of gold was only asking for a 
small amount of what pharaoh had, even if these 
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amounts were fantasy. Additionally, though, the 
kings had to give the impression that their coun-
???? ??????????????????????????????????????????????
items from any other place. Thus, sending modest 
quantities of luxury goods from one country with 
no direct supply of that good to another country 
who was the supplier of that good was to show 
that most items of foreign import were already 
available, and could be sent as a provocative gift 
to the primary exporting country in hopes that a 
greater gift was sent back in return (Zaccagnini 
2000, 147; Liverani 1990, 226; Bryce 2003b, 101 f.).
Despite these protocols, this did not mean the 
kings always acted fairly, as messengers or the 
bearers of the gifts were often times detained in 
the foreign country for years. One Syrian messen-
ger named Tunip was held in Egypt for 20 years, 
while a messenger from Babylon was also held in 
Egypt for six years. The king Burnaburiash com-
plained to the pharaoh as he asked for his mes-
senger back, and as even though during the six 
year period, Burnaburiash had sent gifts to the 
pharaoh, none had been sent back to him. Thus, 
he threatened that if the messenger and the gift 
were not sent, he would also stop sending gifts to 
the  pharaoh (Bryce 2003b, 67; Zaccagnini 2000, 
148). The king of Alasiya also asked the pharaoh 
to send back his messenger along with requesting 
a gift of silver (Kassianidou 2009, 48). Detaining a 
messenger could have been for several reasons, 
from withholding them as a form of punishment 
because a return gift had yet to be sent, or because 
not enough time had passed for the king to bring 
together the needed goods to send as a gift, or also 
as a way to increase the amount of time in between 
gifts given, as economics would have affected how 
much of any good could be accumulated at one 
time (Bryce 2003b, 67; Zaccagnini 2000, 148; Liv-
erani 2000, 25). Another way the Great Kings did 
not seem to play fair was by simply lying. In one 
letter, Assur-uballit I of Assyria claims that in the 
past, Egypt had promised his father Eriba-Adad a 
certain amount of gold, and now that Assur-ubal-
lit I was on the throne, he wanted this gold sent to 
him, as the amount the pharaoh had sent him was 
not even enough to cover the expenses to send his 
men to Egypt and back. However, while he makes 
a claim, it does not appear as if it was actually true 
(Zaccagnini 2000, 150); thus, as with most of the 
things written by the Great Kings, one must always 
take what is written with a grain of salt and a care-
ful eye.
One of the key aspects when discussing gift 
exchange in the LBA is the traditional anthropo-
logical view of the gift. That is, the gift is an act 
of creating and maintaining relationships and is 
not part of an economic system, nor is it a cover 
up for an economic system. Thus, in Bleiberg’s in-
vestigation into the gift in Egypt, he states: ‘Gifts 
????????????????????????????????????????????????-
nomic criteria. The giving of a gift strengthens 
and cements a social relationship and requires 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
hierarchy … gift-giving, then, cannot be confused 
with trade … the purpose of gift-giving is social 
 whereas trade does not encompass any social 
obligation’ (Bleiberg 1996, 97). Similarly, Livera-
ni maintains that the gift exchange between the 
Great Kings was not barter, as barter created no 
prestige for either the giver or the receiver in 
the political arena. However, this does not mean 
there were no economic underpinnings. Livera-
ni goes on to say: ‘The real concern is with one’s 
own interest, but the rule is to be concerned for 
the partner’s interest; the real concern is to ob-
tain goods, but the rule is to give them ... this con-
tradiction is the basis for an endless bargaining 
game under the appearance of a competition in 
generosity’ (Liverani 1990, 216). Thus, ‘both part-
ners try to get quickly and reciprocate slowly’ 
(Liverani 2000, 25), as they carefully calculated 
the return gift in order to maintain prestige, but 
also not give away too much in too short a time. 
All the while, this would have been maintained 
as gift exchange. However, the  question one must 
ask, is if this really was a gift exchange or if there 
is evidence to say it might have been barter or 
commodity exchange  covered over by the lan-
guage of gift exchange (see for  example Liverani 
2003b, 123 f.; Bachhuber 2006, 350).
As discussed in the previous chapter, barter, 
when taking place between potentially hostile 
parties, can take on the language of gift exchange 
in order to create an even ground to barter. It is 
also important to note the typical anthropological 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
that, in gift exchange, the objects should be alike, 
while in barter, they should be dissimilar. Gifts are 
 Gifts and the Great Kings 111
inalienable objects whereas objects of barter are 
alienable. Likewise, one of the key differences be-
tween the kula and the ??????? are the objects ex-
changed. The kula items have no real use but are 
valued because of who they were owned by. They 
are symbols of prestige, whereas the objects bar-
tered in the ??????? are more utilitarian: they are 
things to be used and consumed. With these ideas 
in mind, it is important, then, to examine the evi-
dence presented in these ancient correspondences 
to see exactly what type of exchange or trade was 
going on.
There are several instances in the Amarna Let-
ters where there appears to be a more economic 
undertone than gift exchange.81 This is especially 
true of the correspondence between the king of 
Alasiya and Pharaoh. In EA 35, the king of Alasi-
ya has sent a greeting gift of copper to Egypt. In 
return, he asks for much silver, and in return for 
the silver,82 he will give the pharaoh whatever 
he asks for. However, at the end of the letter he 
states: ‘Moreover, my brother, men of my coun-
try keep speaking with me about my timber that 
the king of Egypt receives from. My brother, give 
me the payment due’ (EA 35; Kassianidou 2009, 
48). Zaccagnini has already noted that within 
this letter there are both elements of ceremoni-
al exchange but also commercial aspects such as 
asking for payment for the timber (Zaccagnini 
1987, 63). Similarly, the correspondence between 
 Assur-uballit of Assyria and Egypt also contains 
a statement which hints more to the economics 
behind the exchange than simply trying to create 
81 See also Cline 1995a, 143–150. However, in his exami-
nation of royal gift exchange he states: ‘Documents record 
extensive quantities of goods traded between Egypt, Baby-
lon, Assyria, Cyprus, and Arzawa. The trade is, however, 
disguised as reciprocal ‘gift-exchange’ … apparently the sta-
tuses of the royal participants precluded ‘normal’ commer-
cial exchange’ (Cline 1995a, 143). Thus, in this view, again 
the examination takes place with the meaning of the word 
trade being economic, and with gift exchange as merely a 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
to try and delineate what might be gifts and what might be 
barter or commercial activates. S. Sherratt and A. Sherratt 
have made similar statements that gift exchange was more 
a cover up of commerce rather than gift exchange in the tra-
ditional sense: A. Sherratt/S. Sherratt 1991, 365; 1998, 333 f.
82 For a discussion whether the term silver here refers to 
wealth and price equivalent or to actual silver which was 
not a natural product of Egypt, see: Zaccagini 2000; Kass-
ianidou 2009; Podany 2010, 253–255.
or maintain brotherly love. He states in EA 16: 
‘[Now] I am [the equal] of the king of Hanigalbat, 
but you have sent more [(only) x talents/minas 
(?) of] gold, and it is not enough for the pay of my 
messengers on the journey to and back’ (EA 16; 
Zaccagnini 2000, 150). Here too, there is an eco-
nomic aspect behind this discussion. If the gold 
asked for were truly and solely to create and main-
tain a kinship relation, the expense of traveling 
to exchange gifts would not be part of the argu-
ment about the gift. Certainly, traveling the great 
distance between any of the great powers would 
have been costly. Whether it be to pay and feed the 
messengers, the guards needed to protect both the 
gifts sent and the messengers, along with paying 
?????????????????????????????? ????????????????????
keeping any animals or humans which were also 
being sent (Bryce 2003b, 103 f.).83
Another aspect which may help to denote what 
type of exchange is transpiring is the alien able 
or inalienable nature of the gift. As mentioned 
before, sometimes in the gift exchange, small 
amounts of materials were gifted which were not 
local to the area of origin, in hopes of receiving a 
greater return of the same material. An example 
is the king of Alasiya sending ivory, a non-local 
material, to the king of Egypt (EA 40; Moran 1992, 
113) and then asking for ivory. It may be that he 
sent material which he received from Egypt, back 
to Egypt, in hopes of getting more, which Liverani 
has dubbed as ‘irrational trade’ (Liverani 1979, 22–
24). This occurs throughout the correspondences 
between the Great Kings; however, it would indi-
cate that the gifts were not necessarily inalienable, 
as the objects could be sent back to the sender.84 
Moreover, the bulk objects such as gold, silver, 
copper, and other such materials were not sim-
ply objects to be owned to demonstrate prestige. 
Rather, they were worked, transformed, shipped, 
given to others, and used as part of the redistribu-
tive network. In the case of the copper sent by the 
king of Alasiya, it would have been mixed with tin, 
83 See also EA 8 where Burnaburiash complains to the 
pharaoh that some of his merchants were killed in: Moran 
1992, 16 f.
84 Bachhuber, has claimed that the ivory sent back to Egypt 
as a ‘gift’ may represent a true gift as it is economically irra-
tional (Bachhuber 2006, 350). However, a gift given back is a 
gift returned to sender, and may not be taken as a true gift.
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made into bronze, and formed into tools or other 
objects. This would mean that the original gift no 
longer existed; in fact, it was destroyed, as the cop-
per could not be taken out of the bronze. The same 
could be said of other materials which would have 
been used for other purposes and thus no longer 
existed as a gift.
Prestige items could be given to others with 
a noted history of the object. For example, Hattu-
sili III sent a rhyton of pure silver and a rhyton of 
pure gold possibly to the king of Arzawa; he noted 
that it had been given to him by the king of Egypt 
(Cline 1995a, 145). However, in many cases, the 
item’s heritage would be lost as it was used and 
reused or melted down and cast into something 
else, where it would no longer be recognisable as 
having been a gift from a Great King. Therefore, 
the item would no longer be considered a gift in 
the true sense of the word, and it would have been 
known beforehand by both parties that the gift 
would be turned into utilitarian objects or become 
something else entirely. In this case, the question 
can be asked if they were truly gifts or if they were 
objects of high level barter.
Another aspect of the gift exchange as seen 
in anthropology is that gifts should be like things 
while items of barter are unlike. When looking at 
the items exchanged between these Great Kings, 
one can ask the simple question if the object be-
ing given and the objects asked for are alike or 
not.85 Often times the gifts being exchanged are 
very different from each other, such as the beau-
tiful chariot, two horses, and one date sized stone 
of genuine lapis lazuli given to the king of Egypt 
by Assur-uballit I in which he asked for gold in 
exchange (EA 15, EA 16. Zaccagnini 2000, 149 f.). 
Or similarly, the king of Alasiya sent copper and 
 horses and asked for a return gift of silver (EA 38; 
Moran 1992, 113). In both instances, the objects 
given and the objects asked for in return are, to 
an outside observer, dissimilar from each other. A 
horse is not in the same class as gold or silver, nor 
85 This question is of course based on an outsiders under-
standing of what is alike or not. We cannot know if in the past, 
dissimilar objects were viewed culturally as similar in kind or 
if even between these different cultures taking part in the gift 
exchange, if they would have understood this the same.
is a utilitarian metal like copper the same as silver, 
which was a means of exchange or could have act-
ed as money (Kassianidou 2009; Peyronel 2014). 
Therefore, again, it would appear that, if going by 
the anthropological viewpoint, this would seem to 
indicate evidence for high level barter rather than 
for gift exchange.
In another instance, one can again ask if the 
correspondence in question reflects attempts at 
maintaining a kinship relation or if it is the com-
plaint of an unhappy customer. Burnaburiash 
king of Babylon for six years had not received a 
greeting gift from Akhenaten, and the gold he had 
received in the past was of very poor quality, look-
ing like ash rather than gold. However, despite this 
affront of not being sent gold, and with the gold 
that was given in the past being very poor, still he 
sends a greeting gift to the pharaoh (EA 10; Moran 
1992, 19 f.). Thus, what one must ask is, is this a 
complaint among brothers and Burnaburiash is 
simply airing his grievances about the lack of gold, 
or is this a consumer who has a need for gold in 
his country as there are no natural deposits, who 
keeps sending requests for gold along with objects 
which are not local to Egypt as a form of payment 
or enticement? The only threat Burnaburiash 
gives the pharaoh is that he will no longer send 
any more gifts. However, in the following lines, he 
lists the greeting gifts he has sent with that mes-
sage, one being to the daughter of the pharaoh. If 
this was a purely gift-giving relationship, then one 
must ask about this contradiction. Small gifts are 
sent to the pharaoh and to his daughter, yet when 
discussing the gold, in this instance, negotiations 
seem to have broken off and no more ‘gifts’ would 
be sent. The answer to this problem is, however, 
not so simple, as all of these questions must be ad-
dressed to the actors involved to be able to know 
what they are actually doing, if it be gift exchange 
or barter. Unfortunately for historians and archae-
ologists, the actors and anyone from the civilisa-
tions who might be able to act as an informant are 
all long dead.
The real problem within this discussion of gift 
exchange or high level barter within the Amarna 
Letters is not one of whether it is either gift ex-
change or barter, but rather whether it is possible 
to distinguish between the two concepts and how 
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such a differentiation could be made. A similar 
problem is between gifts and tribute, as it can be 
impossible to differentiate between the two in the 
letters. As Na’aman stated: ‘The tribute in the Am-
arna Letters is hopelessly confused with the gifts, 
and there is no way to distinguish between them. 
But since vassals’ ‘gifts’ were usually not less ob-
ligatory than tribute in the ancient Near East, this 
is not a real obstacle to the discussion’ (Na’aman 
1981, 174). While in some cases it might seem 
more clear which are gifts and which are payment 
???????????????????????????????????????? ?????????????
try and separate which might be which in the let-
ters. Similarly, even if ‘gifts’ were being sent by the 
vassals in Canaan to Egypt as ???, or when grain 
was given to Egyptian temples (see E. F. Morris 
2015a), one can still ask if this was really part of a 
gift exchange, as there is the problem of which gift 
was reciprocated. Thus, with all that in mind, it is 
important to realise that, within the Amarna Let-
ters, there is already a lack of information where 
???????? ????????? ??????????????????????????????????
true gifts and tribute without having insider infor-
mation, which has been lost.
Similarly, the same would be true of the differ-
ence between the true gift exchange meant to se-
cure and maintain relationships, and the more eco-
nomically-driven barter or commodity exchange. 
From the available evidence, it would appear that 
both did take place; however, without some kind 
of insider information, it may not be possible to 
differentiate between what was a true gift, and 
what was being bartered or bought. Thus, within 
the letters there are most likely a multitude of ex-
changes going on from gift exchange, to ceremoni-
al bargaining, and ceremonial barter, all of which 
would be described in the same kind of language 
but which the actors themselves would be able to 
differentiate. This would mean that, even if the 
historical documentation is taken into account, it 
???????????? ????????????????????????????????????
was traded or exchanged in the general English an-
thropological or archaeological terminology. It also 
?????????? ???????????????????????????????????????
archaeological context to one of the items listed as 
a gift. Even when the objects from the near pristine 
tomb of Tutankhamen were examined in associa-
tion with some of the Amarna Letters, there is no 
way to determine truly if any of the objects came 
from the gift exchanges mentioned in the letters 
or if they arrived by some other manner (Cochavi- 
Rainey/Lilyquist 1999, 211).
4.3. Merchants and Traders in the Late 
 Bronze Age
An important aspect of how objects moved from 
one place to another is of course the person or per-
sons who transported and delivered them. These 
are the traders or merchants.86 The words trader 
and merchant have not been left out of the seman-
tic debate (see for example Hafford 2001, 10) as to 
which is the proper term to use to describe the an-
cient movers of goods. For ease of reading, the term 
merchant will be used here when referring these 
actors in the historical texts. The English word 
????????????????????????????????????? ?????????
sells, or who does business’ (Monroe 2009, 281) or 
alternatively as ‘a specialized term for one engaged 
in trade or commerce. Such persons are so engaged 
on a long-term basis. This is a professional desig-
nation indicating one who conducts trade as his or 
her chief form of livelihood’ (Hafford 2001, 10) The 
ancient word which would be associated with the 
English word merchant during the LBA is the Ak-
kadian tamkaru, a public or private individual who 
traded goods either in the employ of the state or 
institution or for themselves, and who sometimes 
acted as messengers or emissaries ( Heltzer 1978, 
121; Hafford 2001, 52 f.; Bryce 2003b, 73). However, 
before delving into what is known about the LBA 
tamkaru and other merchants, it needs to be made 
clear where the information about these men and 
women during the LBA is extrapolated and from 
where this information does not exist.
As with the gift exchange, there are no texts 
from the Aegean which discuss merchants tak-
ing part in interregional exchange (Altman 1988, 
231; Hafford 2001, 86; Palmer 2003, 125, 135; Cline 
2013, 32). Thus, because there is a lack of textual 
86 For a more extensive overview on this subject see: 
Klengel 1979, 132–194; Hafford 2001, 157–184; Monroe 2009, 
151–206; C. Bell 2012; McGeough 2015.
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information, one cannot know what role the mer-
chant played in the Aegean societies. That is, 
whether they were employed to a palace or if they 
were freelance, taking on work for themselves 
and work from the palaces. The same can be said 
of the Southern Levant, the main region under 
discussion. Information gleaned from Ugarit and 
from Egyptian sources have been used to assume 
the type of merchant men and women who op-
erated in the Southern Levant; however, there is 
a lack of textual data from within the region and 
????????????????????????????????????????????????-
ate a picture of the role these people had in the so-
cieties of the Southern Levant, let alone who they 
worked for and how they went about their busi-
ness. To make matters more complicated, during 
the LBA the Southern Levant was under Egyptian 
Hegemony to greater or lesser degrees, and one 
question which one then must ask is if the mer-
chants of the Southern Levant acted more in line 
with those from Ugarit or those from Egypt. The 
difference between these two types of merchants, 
as will be seen, would alter the interpretation of 
the role of the merchant in the Southern Levant, 
but this question at the moment cannot be an-
swered due to a lack of general information from 
both Egypt and the Southern Levant.
A similar situation exists for the Hittites. While 
Hittite merchants are written of in the LBA texts 
from Ugarit, again, how they operated, who they 
were employed to, what their function was in so-
ciety is all but unknown (Monroe 2008, 163; 2009, 
192–196). On Cyprus, all that is known of the mer-
chants which operated from the island comes 
from the few mentions in the eight Amarna Let-
ters from Alasiya, and from some communications 
between Cyprus and Ugarit. One such aspect of the 
Alasiya merchant is that, in one text, they seem to 
have acted as messengers as well as merchants.87 
However, again, exactly what role they had is not 
clear. Thus, given this, for the LBA, the knowledge 
of the merchant comes mainly from texts predat-
ing the LBA in Babylon, Syria, and Turkey which 
have been used to extrapolate information about 
87 EA 39 states: ‘My brother, let my messengers go … 
These men are my merchants’ (Moran 1992, 112).
the LBA,88 and texts from Ugarit, Babylon, Assyr-
ia, and Egypt. However, as with all things, using 
information from certain times and regions may 
help to understand the situation in the LBA, but 
it is certainly not conclusive evidence and it re-
???????? ??????????????????????????????????????
merchants would have been like and who they 
would have worked for in most of the regions of 
the Eastern Mediterranean.89 This then also cre-
????????????????????????????????????????????????
non-local objects arrived in places like the South-
ern Levant, as there is little textual information to 
say who might have brought the objects and un-
????????????????????????????????????????????????
interregional exchange is as given in the previous 
chapter as even the texts are mainly silent.
The tamkaru from Ugarit could have  fallen into 
one of two general categories: those who worked 
for the king and those who were private. How-
ever, one tamkaru could operate in both roles, 
working for the king while undertaking private 
merchant ventures, or by taking on assignments 
from the king (C. Bell 2012, 181–185).90 The mer-
chants of Ugarit traded in such items as: slaves, 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
textiles, precious metals, objects made from pre-
cious metals, and other smaller items such as glass 
and lapis-lazuli (Heltzer 1999, 445–447). In return 
for their work, some of the tamkaru received land 
from the king or royal endowments of silver and 
grain from the royal stores (Heltzer 1999, 440–443; 
Monroe 2008, 163). Some of these merchants seem 
to have been wealthy landowners such as the mer-
chant Sinaranu who was given a tax exemption on 
his lands and also on the products he had brought 
from Crete ( Heltzer 1978, 133). This would seem to 
indicate that the merchants of Ugarit such as Si-
naranu could hold a high status in the society. An-
other merchant, Sipit-Ba’al, was the son-in-law of 
88 Such as those from the MBA town of Kanesh in mod-
ern Turkey where over 15,000 tablets were found most of 
which describe the merchant families who lived and operat-
ed there (see Larsen 2015).
89 For an attempt at trying to understand the Phoenician 
trader in the Iron Age and how society perceived them see: 
S. Sherratt 2011, 119–142.
90 See for example Aubet 2013, 155 f., and the example 
of Sipit-Ba’al who both took jobs for the king and used an 
agent to carryout private ventures in such places as Egypt, 
Emar, Tyre, and Cyprus.
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Ammurapi III, the last king of Ugarit, thus demon-
strating that in Ugarit, the job of merchant could 
hold prestige and the ability to be part of the upper 
echelons of society. Merchants from other regions 
are also known from the texts found at  Ugarit. 
These are the ‘Merchants of Ura’, which created 
problems and complaints for and from the people 
of Ugarit. Hattusili III created a treaty which for-
bade the merchants of Ura to own houses or spend 
the winter in the land of Ugarit (Hafford 2001, 169). 
Thus, it has been assumed that the merchants of 
Ugarit were able to hold high social status, were 
able to accumulate personal wealth, and in this 
case and in the case of Sinaranu’s tax exemption, 
were able to sway politics to their favour. How- 
ever, in the case of the other merchants known 
from texts in this period, were they able to achieve 
a similar status? The answer lies with the mer-
chants of Egypt.
While the merchants of Ugarit seemed to have 
enjoyed some higher social statues, the same can-
not be said of their Egyptian counterparts during 
????????? ???????????????????????????????????????
or palace, merchants in Egypt carried a low status. 
They mainly acted as purchasing agents for the 
palace or temple to whom they were attached and 
they did not act as free actors able to accumulate 
wealth (Monroe 2008, 165 f.; 2009, 189–192). Blei-
berg described the situation as such: ‘The Egyp-
????????????????????????????????????????????????????
structure to which he was attached. Egyptian ex-
pedition leaders functioned more as organizers 
who directed the personnel who fetch and deliv-
er goods rather than traders who took a business 
????????????????????????????????????????????????????
25). With Egypt operating under a system of barter 
for commercial exchange, for merchants operat-
ing under these circumstances, there was no room 
???????????????????????????????????????????? ?????
gain the praise of the king for a successful trad-
ing venture (Bleiberg 1996, 26 f.). However, there 
is also some evidence to say that private Egyptian 
merchants were able to conduct private trading 
ventures and to accumulate wealth, but the evi-
dence for this is inconclusive (Castle 1992, 249–
253). Like in Ugarit, though, foreign traders were 
also present in Egypt and worked for temples or 
for the palace, such as ‘foreign traders’ who were 
in the service of the temple of Osiris (Castle 1992, 
250). Yet, these foreign merchants most likely held 
greater wealth and perhaps also social status more 
so than their native Egyptian counterparts. Thus, 
when examining these two different regions and 
their merchants, there is a stark contrast.
When comparing these two examples of LBA 
merchants, there are some clear differences be-
tween the two. In terms of statues, the Egyptian 
and Ugarit merchants fell into different classes, 
with the tamkaru of Ugarit holding a higher sta-
tus than that of the Egyptian merchant. Who they 
worked for and how they operated also stand in 
contrast with the merchants of Ugarit working for 
the king, for themselves, or for both in taking on 
private ventures and ventures for the king. This 
would have allowed them to build up wealth both 
in owning land, but also in having goods or pre-
cious materials which acted as a kind of money to 
facilitate further trading ventures. The Egyptian 
merchants seemingly did not have such luxury, as 
they typically were employed to a temple or to the 
king shipping and receiving goods without mak-
????????????? ?????????????????????????? ????????????
merchants who could accumulate wealth, it seems 
in general that the merchants of Egypt fell also 
into a different economic class than their Ugaritic 
counterparts or even the foreign merchants who 
lived and operated in Egypt. What one can take 
from this is that, from what is known of the mer-
chants during the LBA, there was a great diversity 
in their status, rank, wealth, or ability to act freely. 
Thus, when looking at the Southern Levant, one 
must ask, what of the merchants there, how did 
they act, who were they employed to, and what 
was their status in society?
Unfortunately, little can be said in response, 
and even taking an example like ??????????????, 
Ashdod, or Ashkelon, while it is assumed the mer-
chants there acted similarly to those in Ugarit, 
there is no textual evidence to support this. There-
fore, while it has been assumed that merchants 
might bring with them an air of the exotic or aura 
of prestige (Steel 2013, 126), if the merchants of the 
Southern Levant were viewed in the same way as 
those in Egypt, they may not have been viewed 
in such a positive manner. Or it is also true that 
when looking at the area, there is a great diversity 
of regions, those under more direct Egyptian con-
trol, those in the North which appear more like 
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the Northern Canaanite culture, and the differ-
ence between the coastal areas and those inland. 
Just as burial practices differed between the coast 
and the interior (Gonen 1992a, 34–40), the role of 
the merchant may too have been different, and 
until more textual information is unearthed, the 
role and statues of the merchant in the Southern 
Levant will remain in shadow. As Hafford states, 
speaking of merchants in general: ‘Looking at mer-
chants through most of history, there appears to be 
little middle ground in their social standing. They 
might be admired for their wealth, but most often 
were feared and derided for the same reason … 
Merchants of typical historical interest are either 
those who are very powerful or very lowly’ (Haf-
ford 2001, 61).
4.4. Ships, Shipping, and Shipwrecks in the  
Late Bronze Age
For goods to move quickly in the LBA, the best 
method was by ship. When moving objects and 
cargo up and down the Levantine coast, the ship 
would have been the fastest, and perhaps safest 
route91 to go by. Thus, when considering exchange 
in the Eastern Mediterranean whose common con-
nection is the large body of water for which it is 
named, examining the ships, their possible routes, 
the archaeologically known shipwrecks and their 
cargo is a necessary step. This is of course not to 
underestimate or ignore the land routes which 
would have been used to move goods and objects. 
However, unfortunately, land routes do not have 
such archaeological luxuries as the occasional yet 
stunning shipwreck which the Mediterranean has 
provided. Thus, here the focus will be on the sea 
routes and the ships which traversed them.92
91 Though the risk of being attacked by pirates when 
ashore, or the risk of sinking were ever present and certain-
ly not forgotten. See Hitchcock/Maeir 2014; Gilan 2013a and 
Sauvage 2011 on piracy in the LBA.
92 See also Astour 1995, 1401–1420 who discusses the 
overland routes in ancient Western Asia, and Hoffmeier/
Moshier 2013, 485–510, and Stewart/Lemmens/Sala 2015, 
198–221 who discuss the most recent archaeological evi-
dence for the ‘Way of Horus’ and for a second land route out 
of Egypt running through the Sinai toward Beersheba going 
north along the central mountain route. See Monroe 2009, 
70–82 on transportation by donkey overland.
The typical route by which the ancient mar-
iners of the LBA sailed is believed to run coun-
terclockwise around the Eastern Mediterranean, 
generally hugging the coast when possible. If a 
boat were to leave port from Crete, they may have 
sailed south to the Libyan coast where Minoan 
sherds have been found at Marsa Matruh, and if 
they had sailed during the reign of Ramesses II, 
they would have sailed past or stopped at Zawiyet 
Umm el-Rakham, where Mycenaean pottery have 
been found (Cline 1994, 91; Snape 2003, 63–67). 
From there, they would sail past Egypt, up the Le-
vantine coast, and depending on their return des-
tination, would have headed for Cyprus and then 
back to the Aegean or would have ventured along 
the Southern Anatolian coast (Lambrou-Phillipson 
1991, 12 f.; Pulak 2008, 297 f.). A boat could then 
start anywhere on this route to make a complete 
circuit. However, the picture is of course more 
complex than this, as it may also have been pos-
sible to make a clockwise trip around the Eastern 
Mediterranean, or there were various other routes 
which could have been taken (see for example 
Cline 1994, 91–94; Manning/Hulin 2005, 283–285; 
Wachsmann 2008, 295–299).
This trip most likely would have taken place 
sometime between the months of May to Octo-
ber, or perhaps even between mid-March and 
November, as sailing during the winter months 
was fraught with the danger of winter storms and 
the harsh conditions of the winter months (Lam-
brou-Phillipson 1991, 12; Knapp 1997, 155). How-
ever, avoiding the winter months certainly did 
not mean sailors would avoid danger, as sudden 
storms, submerged rocks and reefs, sand barges, 
and close proximity to land would all have been 
a danger for the sailor as witnessed by the ship-
wrecks which have been found dating to the pe-
riod. Sailing between the Cycladic islands would 
have proven dangerous because of the proximity 
?????????????????????????????????????????????-
ing a good harbour to spend the night when sail-
ing  after the sun set meant lower visibility, and 
the risk of running aground or into a submerged 
object were higher (H. Georgiou 1993, 360 f.; 1997, 
?????????????????????????????????????????????
where they would be would have been of utmost 
importance, and would have required sophisticat-
ed navigation skills and foreknowledge of foreign 
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lands (Wachsmann 2008, 295–301; Raban 1998, 
428 f.).
Information about ships and ship construc-
tion comes from a variety of sources.93 The same is 
true for what goods might have been taken aboard 
these ships, with evidence coming from texts, ar-
chaeological excavations, wall paintings, and a 
variety of other sources. However, one source 
which to some degree acts as a time capsule for ex-
change in action are shipwrecks. There are three 
shipwrecks dating to the Late Bronze which are 
typically discussed. The first and perhaps most 
famous is the Uluburun shipwreck found off the 
coast of southern Turkey, 9km southwest of Kas 
and dated to ca. 1330 BC (Pulak 2008, 288; Goren 
2013, 54). Secondly, there is the Cape Gelidonya 
shipwreck found on the western side of the mouth 
of the Bay of Antalya in southern Turkey dated ca. 
1200 BC (Bass 2010, 797). Thirdly, there is the Point 
Iria wreck found in the gulf of the Argolid dated to 
ca. 1200 BC.94 Finally, a fourth wreck has been re-
cently found off the Carmel Coast with the Hishu-
ley Carmel wreck dating to ca. 1300 BC (Galili/Gale/
Rosen 2011, 64–73; 2013, 2–23).95 While the Ulubu-
run shipwreck is the earliest of these four wrecks, 
this will be left for last, as it has the largest cargo 
and the most written about it in an attempt to try 
????????????????????????????????????????????????-
sel, who owned the contents or who was on board, 
along with its destination and who the cargo was 
meant for. Thus, I will begin with the Point Iria 
wreck and move backwards in time through the 
known shipwrecks.
Of the four major LBA shipwrecks, the Point 
Iria wreck is certainly the smallest. The contents 
of the ship were made up of four partial Cypriot 
pithoi and one complete Cypriot pithos dating 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
93 For a comprehensive study of ships in the LBA, see: 
Wachsmann 2008; 2000, 103–143. See also, Emanuel 2015.
94 Vichos/Lolos 1997, 323, 328. See references there in for 
a complete examination of the wreck.
95 See also for a description of some smaller wrecks found 
in the same vicinity as the Hishuley Carmel wreck dating 
from both the MBA and the LBA. See also Golani/Galili 2015 
who discusses an assemblage of gold items and hematite 
weights likely originating from a shipwreck off the coast of 
Yevneh-Yam.
which were most likely basins (Vichos/Lolos 1997, 
323 f.; Lolos 2003, 102).96 There were also several 
LH IIIB2 objects including one deep bowl krater, 
one or two deep bowls with painted decoration, 
two cooking pots, three pithoid jars, and what is 
most likely a Mycenaean amphora. Finally, there 
were eight LM IIIB2 transport stirrup-jars bringing 
the total number of pottery vessels to 26 (Vichos/
Lolos 1997, 323 f., 327; Lolos 2003, 102).97 No metal 
objects were found in association with this wreck, 
and there were no vessels originating from Egypt, 
or from Syro-Palestine (Lolos 2003, 103). Thus, it is 
believed that this wreck represents the exchange 
which took place between Cyprus and the  Aegean. 
However, it is not known who was on board this 
ship, what the destination was, the size of the 
ship, and if there was any organic cargo (Vichos/
Lolos 1997, 330). The proposed route for the ship 
is that it left a port from Southern side of Cyprus 
sometime around 1200 BC, sailed to Crete where 
it picked up the eight stirrup-jars, and from there 
???????????????????????????????????????????? ?????
cannot be determined from the wreck (Vichos/Lo-
????????????????????????????????????? ??????????????
from the Point Iria wreck seem meagre in com-
parison to other LBA shipwrecks, what this wreck 
does point to is the exchange of goods between 
Cyprus and the Aegean even on a small scale, and 
that this exchange was still taking place, at least 
to some degree, around 1200 BC, indicating there 
was still contact between the two regions even 
during these presumably tumultuous times (Vi-
chos/Lolos 1997, 330). Moreover, while it is often 
times assumed that pottery could not be the main 
cargo of a ship, this wreck also indicates that this 
too was not the case in the LBA.
The Cape Gelidonya wreck most likely sank 
around 1200 BC ±50 years as it ripped open its six-
teen meter long hull by running into the pinnacle 
of a rock on the southern coast of Turkey. When it 
sank, it was carrying about 1t of metal mainly in 
96 It is possible that the Cypriot juglet was inside one of the 
pithoi as it was found under a fragment of one of the pithoi.
97? ?????????????????????????????????????????????????????
and the fact this area seemed to have been prone to ship-
wrecks as many fragments of pottery from later periods 
were also found in the region, it is not certain if all of these 
vessel were part of the same wreck such as the one com-
plete Cypriot pithos.
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the form of 34 copper ingots each weighing about 
25kg. Additionally, there were 20 copper bun in-
gots each weighing about 3kg, along with some 
smaller copper slabs. The majority of the copper 
was found to originate from Cyprus; how ever, the 
smaller copper slabs were found to come from 
Greece. There was also evidence that tin had been 
part of the ship’s cargo; however, over time, it had 
oxidised into tin oxide which has a toothpaste-like 
consistency.98 Several broken bronze tools were 
also found in the wreck, as this scrap metal was in-
tended for reuse, much like the scrap metal found 
at ??????????????? (Tel Nami), as it would have 
been melted down and recast (Bass 2010, 800; 
Artzy 1997, 9; 2013, 338). Interestingly, while the 
majority of the bronze came from Cyprus, testing 
done on the copper tools demonstrated that some 
of the copper which made up those tools came 
from copper from Greece, the Taurus Mountains 
in Anatolia, the mines of Timna, and even from 
Sardinia (Bass 2010, 802). The weights found on 
the ship were based on the Near Eastern weights 
system, and no Mycenaean weights were found at 
the site. It is believed that the sailors of this ship 
were  either Syrian, Canaanite, Syro- Canaanite, 
or perhaps Cypriot, though the exact label is not 
certain, and as Bass states: ‘The exact term is not 
important’ (Bass 2010, 801). This Levantine or 
Cypriot origin for the ship was given because of 
the Near Eastern weights as well as several other 
artefacts which proved to be of Syro-Palestinian 
origin, such as imitated Egyptian scarabs, a razor, 
two stone hammers, a terracotta oil lamp, and a 
cylinder seal from Northern Syria carved sever-
al centuries previously which was most likely an 
heirloom (Bass 2010, 800 f.). However, with that 
said, the point of departure and the point of arriv-
al the ship was heading to are unknown. Again, 
this wreck demonstrates that exchange, and in 
this case a larger amount of material, was still oc-
curring even close to or after 1200 BC.
Moving backwards in time and further south 
to the region of the Carmel coast is the Hishuley 
Carmel wreck. The wreck, which was most likely 
?????????????????????????????????????? ????????????
98 Bass 2010, 797–800; 2013, 67. See references there in for 
a complete examination of the wreck.
?????????? ????????? ????????????????????????? ????
uncovered with a total weight of 206kg. Some of 
the tin seems to have been cut in antiquity, as sev-
eral of the ingots appear to have had as much as 
75% of their original mass cut off with a hot  metal 
blade. Additionally, some of the tin ingots bear 
inscriptions or markings (Galili/Gale/Rosen 2013, 
6–8). One lead ingot was also uncovered; how-
ever, due to corrosion, its original weight is un-
known. Two copper oxide ingots weighing a total 
of 38.5kg, along with three socketed bronze axes, 
and one bronze hoe were also found in association 
with the wreck. The bronze hoe most closely re-
sembles Cypriot hoes from the 13th cent. BC ( Galili/
Gale/Rosen 2013, 8–11). A yellow ore of arsenic, 
which is most likely orpiment, was also found in 
association with the wreck. After analysing the 
metals, it was again found that the copper was 
most likely brought from Cyprus; however, the 
origin of the tin is much more elusive. One possi-
ble origin for some of the tin is Cornwall, England, 
though sources in Iran, Central Asia, Western Ibe-
ria, Afghanistan, or perhaps even Anatolia may 
have been where the tin originated ( Galili/Gale/
Rosen 2013, 21; 2011, 71). One interesting note 
is that seven of the tin ingots from the Hishuley 
Carmel wreck match the two groups of tin ingots 
found in the Uluburun wreck, indicating that the 
tin found in both wrecks may have come from the 
same source (Galili/Gale/Rosen 2013, 14). It is pos-
sible that the wreck used to have more material, 
as the ship was likely grounded during a storm, 
and because of the shallow water either surviv-
ing crew or the local people could have salvaged 
material from the wreck. This wreck, however, is 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
copper and tin ingots by sea along the coast of the 
Southern Levant during the LBA, though the own-
er and operators of this ship are unknown, but it 
would most likely have originated from the Levant 
(Galili/Gale/Rosen 2013, 20 f.).
The last LBA shipwreck is the  Uluburun wreck. 
It is most likely the best known LBA shipwreck 
due to the simple fact of the amazing degree of 
preservation of the ship and its contents, but also 
the sheer quantity of the cargo which was being 
shipped, which has been equated to a king’s ran-
som (Monroe 2010, 28). The amount and diversity 
of items found in association with the shipwreck 
Ships, Shipping, and Shipwrecks in the Late Bronze Age 119
are far too numerous to present here, and only a 
summation can be offered.99 Aboard the approxi-
?????????????? ?????????????????????????????????
of copper ingots, 1t of tin ingots, 1t of cobblestone 
ballasts, nearly 150 Canaanite storage jars more 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
terebinth resin, 350kg of glass ingots, along with 
a wide variety of other material such as beads, 
wood, ostrich egg shells, ivory, orpiment, mu-
rex shells, spices, condiments and foods such as 
????????????????????????????????????????? ?????????
barley. Additionally, there were approximately 
155 pieces of Cypriot ceramics ranging from wall 
????????????????????????????????????????????? ????
personal effects from the crew. It is estimated that 
the total carrying capacity of the ship was 20t of 
material (Lin 2003, 162–186; Pulak 2008, 290–296; 
2010, 865–867). Monroe has estimated that the 
total value of the ship would have been roughly 
12,000 Ugaritic silver shekels which would have 
been the value of 350 head of large cattle, or 600 
donkeys, to 400 horses, or enough to pay for bar-
ley for the city of Ugarit for a year (Monroe 2010, 
26–28).100 Thus, with such a large amount of expen-
sive high-end cargo, the questions remain: who 
did it belong to, where did it come from, who was 
transporting it, where was it going, and for what 
reason?
Some of these questions seem to have been 
answered; however, many remain a topic of de-
bate. It appears that the ship left from the port at 
either ??????????????????????????????, (Tel Dor), 
or Tell es-Samak (Tel Shiqmona), as 82% of the Ca-
naanite storage jars found on the Uluburun wreck 
were made from clays of the Carmel coast, with 
?????????????? being the candidate favoured by 
99? ??????????????????? ???????????????????????????????
see, Lin 2003; Pulak 2008, 289–310; 2010, 862–876.
100 This number should not be taken at face value as there 
are several issues which may mean that the value of the 
ship was far less. For one, Monroe has chosen to value the 
terebinth resin at 5,000 Ugaritic silver shekels. However, 
this is based on the interpretation of one word from one 
text which is if the value was given in copper or silver. Thus, 
the same text could be translated so the total cost of the res-
????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
the value given is very large, and no matter would have 
been very large, one must remember that this valuation is 
tentative and could change either way being of more or less 
value with more knowledge from the texts.
Pulak (2010, 870; Goren 2013, 57–59). However, 
despite seemingly sailing from ??????????????, 
it is generally believed that the cargo was sent by 
an Egyptian king who would have had stores of 
these materials, and that they were either being 
shipped by the pharaoh or were pre-purchased 
from the  pharaoh by Aegeans (Goren 2013, 59; 
Cline/Yasur-Landau 2007, 128–130). However, what 
is generally agreed upon is that this ship is a rep-
resentation of elite exchange either of a gift or of 
purchased goods (Bachhuber 2006, 354–355, 359; 
Cline/Yasur-Landau 2007, 128–130; Pulak 2010, 870; 
Goren 2013, 59 f.). Bachhuber has previously point-
????????????? ?????????????????????????????????????
difference between a gift and a commodity in the 
archaeological record. Nevertheless, he assumes 
that the metal aboard the ship was a commodity 
due to having a value of exchange, and that per-
haps all items aboard the Uluburun ship may not 
be considered a gift under the traditional anthro-
pological definition (Bachhuber 2006, 350). This 
rationale only follows because Bachhuber has in-
terpreted from the ship’s cargo that only some of 
it was destined for an elite exchange network in 
the Aegean, while some would be for non-palatial 
consumers (Bachhuber 2006, 359). However, if 
the goods were part of a gift exchange or perhaps 
even as part of a bridal gift to a king in Arzawa in 
Anatolia, as Goren has suggested (Goren 2013, 60), 
????????? ????????????????????????????????? ????????
considered a gift. Nonetheless, the answer is most 
likely in between, as it is highly likely there were 
some objects on the ship which would fall under 
???? ?????????????????????????????????????????????
as the metals, while some of the finished goods 
may have been personal gifts. Unfortunately, the 
material is silent, and we can only know that it was 
being exchanged but not by which method or for 
what purpose.
It is assumed that while the material seems 
to have come from the Carmel area and perhaps 
even ??????????????, it most certainly did not 
come from any resident of Canaan, as the area 
was too poor to gather and send such goods. How-
ever, in EA 287 it is recorded that 5,000 shekels of 
silver were sent to Egypt from Jerusalem, which is 
only slightly less than the value of all the copper 
on the Uluburun according to Monroe’s estimates, 
and in EA 270 Milkilu of Gezer sent 2,000 silver 
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shekels (EA 287, EA 270; Na’aman 1981, 175). Or, 
in EA 301, Shubandu of South Palestine sent 500 
cattle which would equal roughly 2,500 shekels 
(EA 301; Na’aman 1981, 176). Moreover, what is 
important is that there is no record to say that any 
of these cities who sent such wealth were bank-
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
of the Amarna Letters, though this may have oc-
curred over the next century and a half. Thus, in 
cases like this, one must ask where did the people 
of the Southern Levant accumulate such wealth, 
and the answer could lie in the possibility that 
the objects were pre-purchased, as suggested by 
Cline and Yasur-Landau (Cline/Yasur-Landau 2007, 
128–130). This is not to say the cargo of the Ulubu-
run ship was bought and sold at ??????????????, 
as again the material remains silent as to which 
answer is correct. However, it is also true that all 
of the materials aboard the ship could have been 
found at ????????? ???? (Pulak 2010, 870) and the 
only reason it is assumed it could not be a ship-
ment from the site itself is because of the assump-
tion it was a poor region.
With the starting point of the ship noted, and 
the sender still in question along with the reason 
why it was being sent, it remains to be answered 
where it was heading and who was transport-
ing it. It has generally been assumed that the 
ship which was found off the southern coast of 
Turkey was heading for the Aegean to either 
mainland Greece or perhaps north to the Aege-
an Sea, though Arzawa in Turkey has also been 
 suggested.101 By analysing the ‘personal objects’ 
found in the wreck such as weapons, items of 
 personal adornment, seals, pottery for shipboard 
use, ship‘s tools, and weights both Syro-Canaanite 
and Mycenaean, it is believed that the ship was 
manned by a crew of Syro-Canaanite merchants 
and sailors along with two members of the My-
cenaean elite and perhaps one other who came 
from Northern Greece (Pulak 2008, 300–302; see 
also Bachhuber 2006, 345–363). However, as with 
anything dealing with identifying ancient ethnic-
?????? ???????????????? ????????????????????????? ???
truly determining the nature of the crew from 
101 Bachhuber 2006, 359; Cline/Yasur-Landau 2007, 
128–130; Pulak 2008, 300; 2010, 871; Goren 2013, 59.
the assemblage (see for example Shennan 1989; 
Jones 1997; Killebrew 2005; Faust 2006). Thus, as 
Cline and Yasur-Landau have suggested, the Syro- 
Canaanite weights do not automatically mean 
there were Syro- Canaanites aboard the ship, as 
the weights could have been used by the Aegeans 
themselves or they could have been part of the 
cargo (Cline/Yasur-Landau 2007, 129). However, 
the same could be said of the Aegean material 
culture also found aboard the ship, which could 
have been owned by the Syro-Canaanite crew, 
meaning there is no clear answer as to who was 
on the ship. The situation for our knowledge of 
the Uluburun ship has been best summarised by 
Monroe who stated: ‘We know a lot more now 
about some people we still know very little about’ 
(Monroe 2010, 29).
???????????????????????????????????????????
question of whether this should be considered the 
standard or the exception. While the cargo from 
the Uluburun ship certainly demonstrates the 
range of items along with their amounts which 
could be shipped, the question is, was this a stan-
dard shipment? The answer is, most likely, no. 
Taking the other three LBA shipwrecks combined, 
they barely represent the amount of cargo found 
on the Uluburun ship, having combined about 
10% of the copper and 20% of the tin and little of 
the rest of the cargo is represented in any of the 
three other shipwrecks. It would seem that from 
what is known, the loss of the Point Iria wreck, 
the Cape Gelidonya wreck, and the Hishuley Car-
mel wreck would have been less of a loss than the 
Uluburun. Thus, this wreck should be considered 
the exception and not the rule, as generally most 
ships likely carried far less cargo than was found 
on the Uluburun wreck. Because of the wealth 
of the finds and the general assumption of the 
great amount of trade occurring at this time, it is 
easy to imagine that such shipments occurred on 
a semi-regular basis. The same thinking occurs 
with the Amarna Letters and the records of the 
gifts sent and received. Traditionally, such gifts as 
mentioned in EA 14 from Amenhotep IV to Baby-
lon or in EA 17, 19, 22, and 25 (see Cochavi-Rainey/
Lilyquist 1999, 7–162) which record vast amounts 
of goods being exchanged and received are looked 
at as the amounts of items which were being 
moved at the time. However, much like three of 
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the four shipwrecks, the average gift sent was far 
less. Thus, when examining other gifts listed in the 
Amarna Letters, the amounts are much smaller as 
seen in the letters EA 5, 7, 8, 9, 10, 15, 16, 20, 21, 
29, 35, 37, 40, and 41 (see Cochavi-Rainey/Lilyquist 
1999, 165–174). Typically the gifts listed in these 
letters are small objects, some horses, and ‘small’ 
amounts of raw material such as lapis lazuli, and 
jewellery, with some of the ‘larger’ gifts including 
luxury finished goods. Thus, what one must re-
member is perspective. While the kingly gifts and 
large cargo of the Uluburun ship are tantalising 
and while it is easy to assume gifts or cargo like 
this were moved frequently or semi-frequent-
ly, the other archaeological and textual evidence 
seems to say otherwise.
With all this in mind, we may now turn to 
where the items shipped originated, to gain a 
perspective of the possible biography for some of 
these items, including those not found on any of 
these shipwrecks but which have been found in 
other archaeological contexts. First are the  metals. 
Generally, the majority of the copper which was 
found on these ships originated from Cyprus (Pu-
lak 2008, 291 f., 297).102 The origin of the tin is, 
however, not as easy to discern, as metallurgical 
analysis of the tin found on the shipwrecks and tin 
deposits have given a wide range of possibilities 
from Afghanistan, to Central Asia, and even as far 
??????????????????????????103 Nevertheless, for all 
of these metals to come together at a site like Tell 
????????? requires metals to travel from north, 
south, east, and west. The same can be said of 
many of the other precious materials aboard these 
ships or found in archaeological contexts in the 
Eastern Mediterranean, with amber coming down 
from the coasts of Southern Sweden and Denmark 
on the Baltic Sea (Catacchio 2011, 56 f.), lapis-lazu-
li originating in Afghanistan and Pakistan (Baje-
ma 2013, 407–409), glass coming from Egypt and 
Meso potamia (Liverani 2008, 163), carnelian and 
agate coming from Iran and India (Liverani 2008, 
102 See the section on precious metals for a discussion of 
the possible origins for these in the Southern Levant.
103 Pulak 2008, 292; Liverani 2008, 163; Galili/Gale/Rosen 
2013, 21; 2011, 71. See also C. Bell 2006, 26–28 and 2009, 33 f. 
????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????-
gin of tin during the Bronze Age.
163), African blackwood coming from East Africa 
through Nubia (Pulak 2008, 293), cedar coming 
from Lebanon for both ship construction and ar-
chitecture (Wachsmann 2008, 312), and ostrich 
eggshells from Africa or the Near East (Pulak 2008, 
294) to list only some of the materials.
There are still many other objects which were 
exchanged in the LBA; however, many of these 
fall under the category of archaeologically invis-
ible items, as under normal circumstances they 
are not preserved or would be indistinguishable 
from local items, animals, textiles, or people.104 
These items are known from texts such as men-
tioned in one text from Ugarit, where milk, cloth-
???????????? ???????????????????????????? ???????
(Wachsmann 2008, 313).105 Others are known from 
the Uluburun shipwreck which preserved many 
organic goods, or at least some of their remains 
which normally would not have survived. This in-
cludes: ‘… almonds, acorns, pine nuts, pine cone 
fragments, wild pistachio nutlets, olives and olive 
???????????????????????????????????????????????-
ments, and grape seeds of two types … coriander, 
nigella (black cumin) and sumac seeds’ (Haldane 
1993, 352; Pulak 2008, 295 f.). Many of these food 
items could be found throughout the Levant or on 
????????????????????????????????????????????????????
kind, is also an item typically invisible in the ar-
chaeological record and was used in perfumes or 
perhaps would have been mixed with bee’s wax 
and would have been used in bronze casting (Hal-
dane 1993, 354; Goren 2013, 59). While the resin 
normally could be found throughout the Levant, 
the terebinth resin found aboard the Uluburun 
wreck seems to have originated from the northern 
Jordan River valley and the Sea of Galilee region 
(Haldane 1993, 353 f.; Pulak 2008, 295). Another 
archaeologically invisible item would be textiles 
which could have been made anywhere in the 
Eastern Mediterranean (Pulak 2008, 296 f.).
Taking all of this together, it demonstrates not 
only the wide range of provenance of materials 
which were exchanged in the LBA: moreover, it 
104 Such would be the case for slaves that were exchanged, 
or many animals who cover a wide geographic area and 
were also exchanged. See also Knapp 1991, 21–68.
105 However, the name Ashdod may be a misnomer and 
may refer to a site on Cyprus. See, Na’aman 2005, 145–172.
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also demonstrates something of the biography of 
the items, as either the raw materials would have 
?????????????????????????????????????????????
moved from one region to another. Thus, how 
many hands these objects passed through, how 
many kilometres they travelled, and how many 
different people owned them in one form or an-
other are most likely too many to imagine. These 
objects, both those readily visible in the archaeo-
logical record and those that are not, are general-
ly given the attribution of demonstrating the con-
nectedness during the LBA Eastern Mediterranean 
and the Near East. However, these objects do not 
in and of themselves dictate contact with foreign 
peoples, nor connectedness with foreign lands. 
Thus, the next focus is on non-local materials in 
regions in which they were not manufactured or 
did not exist locally, and if this indicates down the 
line exchange, contact with a foreign group, or 
connectedness with a particular focus on the Aege-
an world and the Southern Levant.
4.5.  Contact, Connectivity, and Connected-
ness in the Late Bronze Age
One has only to glance through the books and ar-
ticles written about the LBA trade in the Eastern 
Mediterranean to find the wealth of comments 
which describe the massive amount of trade and 
trading ventures occurring at the time,  whether 
that be with Aegeans sailing to and fro from Egypt 
and the Levant, or Egyptian ventures to the Ae-
gean, the Cypriot trader and the middleman be-
tween the Aegean and the rest of the Eastern 
Mediterranean, or Levantine merchants like Si-
naranu who sailed back from Crete with a load of 
goods. This idea is linked with the world system 
theory previously discussed, and the result of 
this idea is that once this connection was broken 
at the end of the LBA either by warfare, climate 
change, or some other reason, this helped lead to 
the collapse and the disappearance of trade (Iako-
vidis 1993, 318 f.; Singer 1999, 733; Monroe 2009, 
294–296; Kelder 2010, 127). These arguments are 
of course based on non-local materials found 
within these diverse regions, and the textual ev-
idence is interpreted to show the great powers 
being connected (see Cline/Cline 2015). However, 
do these arguments for connectedness stand on 
solid ground and can a break in these connec-
tions really result in the collapse and a changed 
cultural view towards interregional exchange and 
resources? To try and answer this question, I will 
examine the case study of the connectedness be-
tween the Aegean world, particularly Mycenaean 
Greece, and the rest of the Eastern Mediterrane-
an to see if there is enough evidence to say they 
were connected or were only in contact. I will 
focus on textual evidence and the archaeological 
evidence of non-local material exchanged inter-
regionally. However, I will not discuss the ‘Inter-
national Style’, iconographic arguments, or artis-
???????????????????????????????????????????????
style frescos at both Tell ed-Dab’a and Tel Kabri 
as this would warrant a book or dissertation of its 
own as it has in the past (see for example Crowley 
1989; Feldman 2006).
Before being able to discuss connectivity, con-
????????????????????????????????????? ????????????
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
often have an ambiguous definition, or authors 
will use the same terms to describe different phe-
nomena. Skeates, working from the definition 
made by Peregrine Horden and Nicholas Purcell 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????-
ographical interdependence of small-scale, local-
???????????????????????????????????????????????
places, peoples, economic strategies, and interac-
tions) with the dynamic network of relations en-
joyed by them with the wider world’ (Skeates 2009, 
557). She goes on to state that these ‘… broader re-
lationships are based upon mobility, knowledge, 
power, corporation, allegiance, and dependence’ 
(Skeates 2009, 557). Thus, two powers who share 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
each other, and the events in one region will inad-
vertently affect those connected to it. Connected-
ness is thus a similar term in meaning, as it infers 
that two areas are interdependent with each other 
or would be affected by the events and situations 
which occur in each. This however, does not mean 
that all aspects must be connected, as two regions 
could be connected economically through trade re-
lations, but not necessarily politically, or they may 
be connected through land disputes over a certain 
region both lay claim to, but then not economical-
ly. Within both connectivity and connectedness, 
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there could be the sharing of ideas, the movement 
of peoples and goods, and the use and incorpora-
tion of foreign customs, beliefs, and materials into 
another culture.
Contact106 on the other hand, is differentiat-
ed from both connectivity and connectedness as 
it does not infer an interdependent relationship 
between two parties or regions. An example of 
contact would be that a trading venture from the 
Aegean sailed to Egypt, traded with the  people 
there, and left. These two people groups and pow-
ers would have been in contact, they might have 
exchanged goods or services, but if this venture 
had not taken place, it would not have nega-
tive consequences for both regions. Thus, when 
speaking of contact and connectivity, one should 
not assume that if there is only contact this then 
means that ideas, beliefs, or people cannot move 
from one region to another. Through contact, 
they can; however, even if this does occur, it does 
not mean that the two lands are interdependent. 
Thus, when one argues for contact only and not 
connectedness, this does not mean one is arguing 
against the exchange of ideas, art, and religion but 
rather that the two regions do not need each other 
to survive or function. If there is no contact in a 
contact-based relationship, the two areas will con-
tinue to survive independent of the other despite 
what might happen economically or politically in 
the other.
4.5.1. Texts
To begin with the textual evidence for contact or 
connectedness, I will start with the Aegean textual 
materials or the lack thereof. As mentioned previ-
ously, there are no direct mentions of interregion-
al exchange in the Linear B archives (Palmer 2003, 
125, 135; Cline 2013, 32). The textual evidence of 
contact is meagre at best and it is seen mainly 
through loan words and names which might re-
fer to people from outside of the Aegean.107 There 
are two possible references to Egypt or Egyp-
106 For an archaeological view on contact, see Parkinson 
2010, 11–34.
107 For a complete overview see: Bertolín Cebrián 1996.
tians which were found at Knossos; however, no 
mentions of Egypt have been found on the Greek 
mainland (Cline 2003b, 171; 2007, 198; Phillips 
2010, 823; Cline 2014, 88 f.). There are some pos-
sible mentions of Cyprus, Cypriot goods, and pos-
sibly of Minoan goods intended to be shipped to 
Cyprus, the mention of Western Anatolian ethnic 
names, and perhaps some mentions of Levantine 
names such as ‘the man from Beruit’, ‘the Tyrian’, 
and ‘Phoenician’, though many of these philologi-
cal arguments are not certain, nor are all of these 
translations (Cline 1994, 26, 50, 128 f., 131; 2003b, 
171 f.; 2007, 199; 2014, 88 f.). The cause of the lack 
of international texts has been explained away by 
several reasons: that they were written on perish-
able materials which would not have survived in 
the climate of Greece, such as on wood boards;108 
that the international letters were simply reused 
every year, with the old clay surface being washed 
away with water; that the activities were not re-
corded; that we simply have not found the archive 
as of yet; or that it was destroyed through erosion 
at Mycenae if it were the capital of Ahhiyawa 
(Cline 2010, 176; Kelder 2012 48 f.; Cline 2014, 89). 
However, there are problems with each of these 
reasons.
The theory that there was great amount of 
contact and a connection between the Aegean and 
the rest of the Eastern Mediterranean dictates that 
there must be an archive, and that it has simply not 
yet been found or it has been destroyed; however, 
this is not supported by the evidence that we have. 
To claim the archive has not been found or was de-
stroyed is an argument from silence and does not 
provide evidence for connection. Either there was 
or was not an archive, and as no evidence of such 
a thing has been found, at the moment we must 
conclude it does not exist until proof of its exist-
ence has been uncovered. To support the idea that, 
if this archive existed, it would have been written 
on perishable materials, is also to argue against the 
current evidence. If the Ahhiyawa letters found in 
108 This is based on the mention in Hittite texts that wood-
en boards were used for sending messages or for writing. 
Kelder has then drawn from this that wooden boards would 
have been used in the Aegean. While this is possible, the log-
ical leap is not supported by any archaeological evidence 
nor by any hard textual evidence (Kelder 2012, 48 f.).
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Anatolia truly do refer to Mycenaean Greece, with 
the letter sent from the king of Ahhiyawa written 
on a clay tablet, this would be evidence for the 
use of clay as the medium for international com-
munication along with the letters sent from the 
Hittites to the king of Ahhiyawa AhT 4 (CTH 181), 
AhT 6 (CTH 183), AhT 9 (CTH 209.16) (Beckman/
Bryce/Cline 2011, 101–122, 134–139, 150–152). How-
ever, the idea of this archive‘s existence is strong, 
as Cline states: ‘Although the written records doc-
??????????????????????????????????????????????-
chaeologists for the moment, the circumstantial 
evidence indicates, to me at least, that they must 
exist or that they did exist at some point. It is prob-
ably only a matter of time before such records are 
found’ (Cline 2010, 179).
The 26 Ahhiyawa texts are perhaps the best ev-
idence for connectivity at least between the Aegean 
and Hittite Anatolia. However, many of these texts 
make only a reference to Ahhiyawa. The name Ah-
???????????????????????????????????????????????????th 
to early 14th cent. BC, and was used until the end of 
the 13th cent. (Beckman/Bryce/Cline 2011, 1). How-
ever, the exact meaning of this term, and to which 
land it refers to has been disputed, and as of yet, 
there is still no one answer. The traditional place-
ment for Ahhiyawa is on the Mycenaean main-
land, locating its heart at either Mycenae or Thebes 
(Dickinson 2010, 484; Beckman/Bryce/Cline 2011, 
1–6; Kelder 2012, 41).109 Bryce notes that the name 
Ahhiyawa could have many possible meanings. It 
may refer to the Mycenaean world as a whole in-
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
Mycenae, or a kingdom with its vassal states. In ad-
dition, this term may have been used interchange-
ably with each of these different meanings (Bryce 
2011, 369). However, while the traditional location 
for Ahhiyawa is in Greece, P. A. Mountjoy places 
Ahhiyawa at the East Aegean-West Anatolian Inter-
face somewhere in the Cycladic islands. Mountjoy 
uses the Hittite Tawagalawa Letter of Hattusili III 
where Hattusili calls the king of Ahhiyawa Great 
King, and my Brother, terms only used for the rul-
ers of the empires of Hatti, Egypt, Assyria, Babylon, 
and Mitanni (Mountjoy 1998, 48; Bryce 2003a, 65). 
109 Dickinson notes; however, that this placement is far 
from certain.
From this reference and others which mention 
Ahhiyawa’s involvement in the affairs of western 
Anatolia, Mountjoy tentatively places Ahhiyawa 
on the island of Rhodes, with the possibility that it 
could also have been located on Seraglio. However, 
and perhaps more importantly, Mountyjoy claims 
that the kingdom of Ahhiyawa was not Mycenae-
an, but a separate culture with its own koine of 
pottery and material culture which are separate 
from the Mycenaean mainland (Mountjoy 1998, 
60).110 Whether or not this is true is hard to say, and 
difficult to support from the archaeological and 
historical records.
More recently, Cline has suggested that the 
only possible placement for Ahhiyawa is on the 
Greek mainland and that the palaces were organ-
ised much like the later Delian League, with ‘… 
members contributing money, men, and ships to 
a common cause such as overseas trade or war-
fare’ (Beckman/Bryce/Cline 2011, 5 f.). Thus, while 
the Hittites only ever mentioned one Great King 
ruling over Ahhiyawa when there were apparent-
ly many ruling in the region with Mycenaean cul-
ture, this suggestion would resolve the dilemma, 
as one king could have acted for all (Beckman/
Bryce/Cline 2011, 5 f.). All of the palaces would 
have acted under one name while maintaining 
their individuality. However, recently Kelder has 
????????????????????????????????????????????????
the analogy comparing Late Helladic Greece with 
the Delian League, as this league was essentially 
based in Athens, having a central administration 
and eventually a centralised treasury. He also 
points out that there is nothing in the Linear B 
texts to support this view that each independent 
state was somehow politically connected to oth-
er states while administratively disconnected 
(Kelder 2012, 44–46). In Kelder’s view, he states 
that with the king of Ahhiyawa being called a 
Great King in the Tawagalawa Letter of Hattusi-
li III, we know the administration of Mycenaean 
Greece was ruled over by one king (Kelder 2012, 
42–44). He believes there was a double ruling sys-
tem with a Great King known as a ????? and a 
local king known as a ?????????. He places the 
110 For a full treatment as to why Mountjoy claims this, see 
Mountjoy 1998, 48–60.
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central city at Mycenae where the Great King 
would have ruled over his lesser kings, and from 
there would have had contact with the other great 
nations of the Eastern Mediterranean (Kelder 
2012, 46, 50). However, as even Kelder states: 
‘None of the scenarios that have been discussed 
above can, at this point, be conclusively rejected 
or accepted [but], the growing body of circum-
???????????????????????????????????????????????
now seems overwhelming’ (Kelder 2012, 50).111 Or 
concerning the Linear B documents: ‘In sum, the 
Linear B evidence may not prove the existence of 
a greater state, but it certainly does not contradict 
it either’ (Kelder 2012, 45). For the purpose here, 
it will be assumed that Ahhiyawa was somewhere 
in Myceanean Greece, though if it was a single en-
tity or a conglomeration of several cities cannot 
be answered by this study.
Of the 26 texts, 22 date to the 13th cent. BC, and 
they provide some details on the relation between 
the Hittites and Ahhiyawa along with the western 
coast of Anatolia where Ahhiyawa appeared to 
have more sway. Despite the problems with these 
texts, it appears from the existing record that the 
Hittites and Ahhiyawa were in diplomatic con-
tact and in this way were perhaps even connect-
ed. However, the question which remains is if 
this contact extended all the way to Greece or if 
it mainly concerned the events going on, in, and 
around the area of Milawata, Arzawa, and Lukka 
in Western Anatolia. There remains also the prob-
lem that no Hittite documents have been found in 
Greece. Hoffner believes that perhaps the letters 
sent between the two regions were translated at 
the common border between Ahhiyawa and Hit-
tite territory (Hoffner 2009, 290 f.; cited in Beck-
man/Bryce/Cline 2011, 139), and thus the argu-
ment could be made that the texts were put onto 
perishable materials. However, again this creates 
an argument from silence, and until evidence to 
support such claims appears, it will remain an un-
supported theory.
Moving to Ugarit, there is very little textual 
evidence between the Aegean and Ugarit in the 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????????
111 For a discussion on the possible administration system 
in the Cycladic Islands, see Barber 2010.
exemption given to Sinaranu son of Siginu whose 
ship was bringing goods back from Caphtor or 
Crete at or around 1260 BC (Heltzer 1978, 133; 
Cline 2003b, 172; Zukerman 2010, 888; Cline 2014, 
79). This letter mentions Crete only in passing as 
the place where Sinaranu’s ship has returned from. 
The second textual evidence comes in the form of 
two letters RS 94.2530 and RS 94.2523 found in the 
House of Urtenu. One appears to have been sent by 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
the Hittite court both of which were addressed to 
Ammurapi the last king of Ugarit. Both letters ad-
dress that a shipment of ingots, perhaps copper, 
should be sent to ‘Hiyawa-man’ or ‘Hiyawa-men’ in 
Lukka on the south-western coast of Anatolia (Sing-
er 2006, 242–262; Cline 2007, 198; Zukerman 2010, 
888; Beckman/Bryce/Cline 2011, 254–262). The ex-
act meaning of this is uncertain as is whether the 
‘Hiyawa-men’ refer to Ahhiyawans. Of great impor-
tance, though, is also that these ‘ Hiyawa-men’ are 
not in Ahhiyawa, but rather in the land of Lukka, a 
???????????????????????????????????????????????-
wa, but at this point in time, no longer (Beckman/
Bryce/Cline 2011, 262). Thus, in the all of the texts 
of Ugarit, there is none which directly refers to the 
land of Ahhiyawa, with only one reference to Crete 
and with two references to people in the land of 
Lukka who might have originally come from Ahhi-
yawa. Recently, an inscription was found at Tiryns 
written in what is most likely Ugaritic on an ivory 
rod, being the first time a Semitic language was 
found on the Greek mainland (Cohen/Maran/Vet-
ters 2010, 1–22; Kelder 2012, 48).
For the next three regions under discussion, 
Cyprus, Lebanon, and the Southern Levant, there 
are no direct textual mentions which have been 
found between these regions and Greece from 
the LBA. Cyprus remains textually silent, as the 
five Cypro-Minoan tablets found at Enkomi and 
the four found in Ugarit remain to be deciphered. 
The only textual references, then, are the few pos-
sible mentions of Cyprus in the Linear B tablets112 
112 An interesting note is that if there are loan words from 
other languages which have been found in Linear B, it 
would stand to reason that if the people of Cyprus where 
speaking with the people of Greece or Crete that Cypriot 
loan words would have been introduced also. That is unless 
the Cypriot people communicated in a Semitic language.
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and nothing more. The same is true of Lebanon, as 
no texts have been found in the region which re-
late to Mycenaean Greece, and there are only the 
references in some Linear B tablets which might 
translate to ‘the man from Beruit’, ‘the  Tyrian’, ‘the 
man from Arad’ and ‘Phoenician’ (Cline 2014, 89). 
The Southern Levant also has no textual evidence 
from the LBA connecting Greece and modern day 
Israel. There are no mentions in the  Linear B texts 
of any place south of Tyre, and there are no texts in 
the Southern Levant from the LBA which speak of 
the Greek mainland as  either Ahhiyawa and Tana-
ju nor are there any mentions of Caphtor/Crete 
(Yasur- Landau 2010b, 835–848).113
The last remaining area from which to exam-
ine the textual evidence is Egypt which, outside 
of Anatolia, provides the most textual references 
to the Aegean. There are three terms which seem 
to represent the Aegean world. These are  Keftiu 
which is identified as Crete, Tanaju114 which is 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
the midst of the Great Green’ or simply the Great 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
perhaps including Crete. References to these place 
names are found throughout the LBA, though 
they occur most frequently in the reigns of Thut-
moses III, Amenhotep III, Ramesses II and Ramess-
es III. However, the term Tanaju does not occur 
before the reign of Thutmoses III (Cline 1994, 32–
34; Phillips 2010, 822 f.). The majority of these ref-
erences, however, are to Keftiu and not to Tanaju. 
‘Men from Keftiu’ appear in eight tomb paintings 
bringing gifts, and the ‘prince’ of Keftiu appears 
on the wall of Menkheperesenb’s tomb along with 
the prince of the Hittites, the prince of Tunip and 
the prince of Kadesh (Cline 1995a, 146; Panagiot-
opoulos 2001). However, the same is certainly not 
true for Tanaju.
113 There are two Linear A inscriptions which have 
been found in the Southern Levant. The first was found 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
Bronze III or 17th or early 16th cent. The second was found 
in Lachish Level VI dating to the early part of the 12th cent. 
though it is not certain if this had come from a previous 
stratum (Rendsburg 1998, 289 f.). There is also the reference 
that the Philistines came from the land of Caphtor (Crete) 
in both Jeremiah 47:4 and Amos 9:7, but these references of 
course postdate the LBA.
114 Also spelled Tanaja.
Tanaju first appears in the Annals of Thut-
moses III in his 42nd regnal year ca. 1437 BC when 
the Prince of Tanaju brings gifts to Thutmoses 
while he was campaigning in Syria. These gifts in-
cluded silver vessels in Keftiuan or Cretan work-
manship (Cline 1995a, 146; Kelder 2009, 339; 2010, 
125; Phillips 2010, 822). Tanaju also appears in 
the time of Amenhotep III, with perhaps the most 
important text concerning Egypt’s knowledge of 
the Aegean coming from Amenhotep‘s mortuary 
temple at Kom el-Hetan where, on the base of one 
statue, the so called Aegean List was uncovered.115 
On the statue base there is a depiction of captured 
foreigners, in typical Egyptian fashion, and a se-
ries of places names which have been correlated 
with sites or regions on Crete or Greece. These 
include Amnissos, Knossos, Kydonia, the island 
of Kythera, Mycenae, Messenia, Nauplion, and 
Phaestos, though some of these translations are 
still under contention (Cline/Stannish 2011, 6–10; 
Phillips 2010, 823). Cline has argued that this is an 
itinerary of a special expedition sent by Amenho-
tep III to the Aegean which may not represent an 
exact itinerary, but an expedition nonetheless.116 
Of importance is that in the list, Tanaju is placed 
after Keftiu, suggesting that the Egyptian at least 
vaguely knew that, relative to Egypt, the Greek 
mainland came after Crete. This also represents 
that from the known sources, Tanaju represents 
the edge of Egyptian knowledge of the world to 
the northwest of Egypt (Kelder 2010, 126). How-
ever, aside from this, references to the Aegean are 
sparse.
There is no mention of either Tanaju or  Keftiu 
in the Amarna Letters; there are barely any refer-
ences to either region during the reigns of Amen-
hotep II and Thutmoses IV, and moreover, the 
references from the Ramesside era are generally 
considered to be copies. The references made by 
Ramesses II are generally believed to have been 
copied from earlier lists, and later references to 
peoples or places believed to be Aegean come 
115 For an in-depth discussion of the Aegean list including 
some of the problems with the text and its reconstruction, 
see Cline/Stannish 2011, 6–16.
116 Most recently in Cline 2013, 31. The pros and cons of 
this argument will be discussed after the material cultural 
evidence for contact or connectivity has been presented.
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from Merneptah and Ramesses III in dealing with 
the two groups of the Sea Peoples called the Ek-
wesh and the Denyen. However, as discussed be-
???????????????????????????????????????? ???????????
from the Aegean is far from certain and stands on 
shaky ground (Cline 1994, 34; Kelder 2009, 340; 
2010, 126; Cline 2007, 197 f.). Thus, as Kelder has 
stated: ‘The Greek mainland in effect only ap-
pears in Egyptian written sources in the period 
between Thutmose III (ca. 1479–1425 B.C.E.) and 
Amenhotep III (ca. 1390–1352 B.C.E.)’ (Kelder 2009, 
340). What is also of interest is that the words the 
Egyptian used for both Crete and mainland Greece 
seem to have no relevant counterpart within Lin-
ear B, and there are only two possible referenc-
es to Egyptians in Linear B which were found at 
Knossos; however, no mentions of Egypt have 
been found on the Greek mainland (Merrillees 
1998, 150; Cline 2003b, 171; 2007, 198; Phillips 
2010, 823; Cline 2014, 88 f.). This is the textual ev-
idence which has been used to create the theory 
of connectedness in the LBA between the Aegean 
and the rest of the Eastern Mediterranean. How-
ever, before looking at what it might mean, I will 
now present the second half of this picture which 
is the non-local material culture found in the Aege-
an from the rest of the Eastern Mediterranean and 
the material evidence from Crete and mainland 
Greece found in the Eastern Mediterranean. With 
this, it will be possible to see what the evidence 
dictates, either connectedness or contact.
4.5.2. Non-Local Material Culture
Again, I will begin with the Aegean. This informa-
tion is mainly gleaned from Eric Cline’s book, ‘Sail-
ing the Wine-Dark Sea’ published in 1994, which 
documented some 1118 artefacts of non-local or-
igin in the Aegean, and as of recently there have 
only been a few more artefacts added to this list.117 
117 Cline 2010, 167 f.: ‘In the nearly 15 years that have 
elapsed since the publication of SWDS, there have been al-
most no new relevant discoveries in either the Aegean or the 
Eastern Mediterranean to help further the discussions. Very 
little in the way of new data has been introduced during the 
????????????????? ???????????????????????????????????????????-
quiring new artefactual data and has essentially been so for 
at least a decade. The number of new Orientalia in the LBA 
However, as Manning and Hulin have pointed out, 
257 of these objects are taken from the Uluburun 
and Cape Gelidonya shipwrecks (Manning/ Hulin 
2005, 288), which, as discussed above, are not 
certain to have been heading toward Greece or 
to western Anatolia. The rest of these items were 
found throughout the Greek mainland, Crete, and 
the Cycladic islands and are from a 600 year pe-
riod (Cline 1994, 1–7; 2010, 161–180). In total, 258 
non-local objects were found on the Greek main-
land with some 251 objects found on Crete (Cline 
2007, 191). Nearly 10% of these artefacts were 
found at Mycenae, totalling 82 objects, and during 
LH IIIB, 92% of all non-local objects were found 
at Mycenae, Tiryns, and Boeotian Thebes or 107 
of 116 objects. The two periods with the highest 
amount of non-local objects are LH/LM IIIA and 
IIIB. However, during LH/LM IIIA, 107 objects 
were found on Crete, while only 18 were found on 
the Greek mainland. This trend shifts during LH/
LM IIIB where 116 non-local objects were found 
on the Greek mainland while only seven were 
found on Crete (Cline 1994, 87, 91 f.; 1995b, 91–93; 
2007, 191).
Objects of clear Anatolian origin account for 
only a handful, as 12 in total have been found 
throughout the LH/LM I–III period with only four 
coming from the Greek mainland, three of which 
were found at Mycenae (Cline 1994, 68; 1995b, 91; 
2007, 195). 176 Cypriot objects have been found 
in LH/LM I–IIIC with 104 being milk bowls, which 
is the second most common non-local object, Ca-
naanite jars being the most common. Of these 176 
objects, 40 were found on the Greek mainland, 
and the LH IIIB contained the most Cypriot ob-
jects with a total of 23 coming from this period, 12 
from Tiryns and eleven from Thebes (Cline 1994, 
54, 61; 2007, 195). For objects from the Levant, it 
is impossible to tell if they came from Syria, Leb-
anon, or the Southern Levant; thus, they have 
been lumped together. 181 objects were found 
throughout the LH/LM I–IIIC periods, 99 found on 
the Greek mainland representing more than half 
of all objects found on land, with another 71 found 
Aegean found since 1994 can be counted on one hand. The 
number of new Mycenaean, Minoan, and Cycladic imports 
found in Egypt and the Eastern Mediterranean during this 
same period is similarly limited’
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on Crete. During LH/LM IIIA, 81% of Levantine ob-
jects were found on Crete, or 43 of 53 objects. In 
the LH/LM IIIB period this trend reverses, as 98% 
of these objects were found on mainland Greece, 
or 54 out of 55 objects. 27 were found at Mycenae, 
13 at Tiryns, and eight at Thebes (Cline 1994, 49; 
2007, 194).118
Lastly, 236 Egyptian objects were found 
throughout LH/LM I–IIIC with 75 found on the 
Greek mainland. During LH/LM I–II, 76% of Egyp-
tian objects were found on Crete, or 62 of 82 ob-
jects. 46 Egyptian objects have been found during 
LH/LM IIIA; only eight were found in the Greek 
mainland. However, during LH/LM IIIB, 18 of 22 
Egyptian objects were found in the Greek main-
land and during LH/LM IIIC, 25 of 37 Egyptian ob-
jects were found in the mainland of Greece (Cline 
1994, 32–38; 2007, 193 f.). Some Egyptian objects 
requiring special attention were found at Myce-
nae. These objects are inscribed with either the 
cartouche of Amenhotep III or Queen Tiy found 
on two scarabs, one vase, and from six to eleven 
??????????????119???????????????????????????????-
bated as to their meaning, function, and why and 
how they arrived at Mycenae and again represent 
that even with spectacular finds such as these, 
determining whether or not they were gifted or 
traded, even their region of origin, is impossible 
to determine.120 Helck believed that these plaques 
might represent an Egyptian embassy or Egyp-
tian room at Mycenae (Helck 1979, 79). Hankey 
believed that they might have been brought by an 
Egyptian expedition during the Amarna period as 
part of a greeting gift to help establish diplomatic 
ties, and who in return later brought back Myce-
naean pottery to Egypt as a greeting gift to Amen-
hotep III (Hankey 1981a, 45 f.).121
118 This number differs from the number given by Cline as 
he lists 259. However, of these 259 objects, 77 were found on 
the Uluburun ship, and one was found on the Cape Gelidon-
ya ship.
119 Hankey (1981a) originally believed there were four 
plaques, Cline (1995b) later reported six to nine while 
Kelder (2010) reports that the eleven fragments of the 
plaques represent at least eleven plaques.
120 See: Helck 1979, 79; Hankey 1981a, 38–49; Cline 1995b, 
91–115; Lilyquist 1999, 303–308; Cline 2007, 194; Phillips 
2007; Burns 2010a, 21–23; Kelder 2010, 128 f.; Cline 2013, 26, 
28 and references there in.
121 This pottery will be discussed in turn in the coming 
pages.
??????????????????????????????????????????????
List at Kom el-Hetan, which he has stated might 
refer to the voyage which sent these plaques to 
the Aegean. This voyage was either to help woo 
the Mycenaeans into a diplomatic and trading re-
lationship or to help maintain a pre-existing one 
(Cline 1995b, 93 f.; 2007, 194; 2013, 26, 28). How-
ever, the origins of the plaques, let alone their 
meaning, are up for debate. The fragments of the 
plaques were found on the slope of the citadel 
????????????????????????????????????????????????
originated from the citadel dating to LH IIIB. 
However, one recent fragment has been found in 
the Petsas House dating to LH IIIA, meaning the 
plaques were in use for at least a hundred years. 
This would indicate that their use and meaning 
would have changed as Burns has already noted 
(Burns 2010a, 21–23; Kelder 2010, 128 f.). More-
over, there are no clear origins for these plaques, 
as there are no direct Egyptian parallels. Thus, it is 
possible these objects were made outside of Egypt 
and could be of either Levantine or Mycenaean 
origin (Lilyquist 1999, 303–306; Phillips 2007, 489; 
Kelder 2010, 129). As Lilyquist says: ‘Let us be cau-
tious in assuming the Egyptian origin of the My-
cenae fragments and in promoting a meaning for 
them until Egyptian parallels are found’ (Lilyquist 
1999, 306).
Moving across the Aegean Sea to Anatolia, I 
will mainly deal with the lack of Mycenaean ma-
terial in the land of the Hittites and will not deal 
extensively with the material from the western 
coast of Anatolia.122 However, along the western 
Anatolian coast there are several sites which yield-
ed substantial amounts of Mycenaean pottery. The 
main sites are Troy in the North, Miletus, the area 
around Ephesus, and Müsgebi. At Troy, LH IIIA–B 
???????????????????????????????????????????????
the site, with 9% found dating to LH IIIA1, 40% 
to LH IIIA2, and 20% to LH IIIB (Mee 1978, 147; 
Kelder 2006, 55). Miletus represents the greatest 
amount of Mycenaean material culture, which 
Kelder has noted is not surprising, as it is believed 
to be a permanent Mycenaean settlement along 
122 For an in depth discussion of the Aegean material 
culture found in Western Anatolia, see: Mee 1978, 121–156; 
1998, 137–148; Kelder 2006, 49–81.
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with Müsgebi and Iasos which also produced My-
cenaean material culture. Ephesus also produced 
a fair amount of Mycenaean pottery, but only 
during the 14th cent. BC or during LH IIIA2, as 
both LH IIIB and LH IIIC pottery are not present 
at Ephesus. Moreover, for all of the Western Ana-
tolian sites, the time which produces the great-
est frequency of Mycenaean material culture is 
LH IIIA2–B1, and during LH IIIB2 the number of 
sites with Mycenaean material culture decreases 
(Mee 1998, 137–141; Kelder 2006, 64, 68, 70 f., 77). 
However, the picture is quite different in Central 
Anatolia, where only a handful of Aegean finds 
have been uncovered (Bryce 2003a, 59 f.).123 A 
??????????????????????????????????????????????-
tery. Some fragments of LH IIIB stirrup jars and 
???????????????????? ????????????????????????-
??????????? ?????????????????? ???????????????????
????????????????????????????????????
Several reasons have been given for this 
????????????????????????????????????????????-
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
mainland Greece. These range from trade in invis-
ible goods such as slaves, metals or horses (Bryce 
1989, 13 f.), or that perhaps there was a trade em-
bargo against the Ahhiyawans (Cline 1994, 71–74; 
Beckman/Bryce/Cline 2011, 269; Cline 2014, 71), 
that the Mycenaean containers did not prove safe 
for a long overland journey, that the Aegean wine 
was decanted into leather pouches being invisible 
to archaeology (Bryce 2003a, 61; Beckman/Bryce/
Cline 2011, 269), or that the land routes were too 
treacherous, both geographically but also fraught 
with bandits and hostile groups which trad-
ers would not wish to deal with, and if they had 
wished for goods they would have obtained them 
through Cilicia via Ugarit (Bryce 2003a, 62 f.). The 
only other solution is that the Hittites did not trade 
with the Aegean, and all of these possibilities will 
be examined at the end of this review of material.
Aegean material culture, in particular ceram-
ics, has been intensely studied in the Levant. Thus, 
I will not go in any great depth into the use or 
123 For an illustrative map, see: van Wijngaarden 2002, 
318, 323; Kozal 2007, 142.
meaning of Aegean pottery.124 For the Levant and 
Cyprus, the number of sites with Aegean material 
culture is based on van Wijngaarden (2002).125 The 
Levant as a whole has produced 111 sites where 
LH I–LH IIIB pottery has been found. However, 
the majority of these sites yielded less than ten 
sherds of Aegean ceramics from a 400 year peri-
od. In total, of these 111 Levantine sites with Ae-
gean ceramics, only 34 had more than ten sherds 
(van Wijngaarden 2002, 312 f.).126 In the Northern 
Levant, there are only four sites127 which produced 
more than ten sherds: Ras Shamra (Ugarit), its 
port Minet el-Beida, Tell Sukas, and Qadesh (van 
Wijngaarden 2002, 313, 325 f.).128 Ras Shamra and 
Minet el-Beida certainly produced the most Aege-
an ceramics in the Northern Levant: when taken 
as a city and its port, they yielded the most in the 
entire Levant. Jan van Wijngaarden reported 554 
sherds, though since then, ca. 440 more sherds 
have been published, bringing the total number 
of sherds and vessels closer to 1,000.129 Of those 
described by van Wijngaarden, only eight sherds 
are dated before the LH IIIA2 period, 98 are dat-
ed to LH IIIA2, 81 are placed in the category of 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
in either LH IIIA2 or LH IIIB, and 344 are dated 
to LH IIIB (van Wijngaarden 2002, 43–46). Of the 
124 For a starting point on this subject, see: Hankey 1993, 
91–99; Leonard 1994; van Wijngaarden 2002; Papadimitriou 
2013, 92–136.
125 For the sake of constancy, the Aegean pottery from the 
Southern Levant presented here will be based on van Wijn-
gaarden 2002. An updated though not entirely different 
view will be presented in Chapter 6.
126 This of course depends on the history and accessibili-
ty of archaeological research in the Levant. When looking 
at the maps made by Wijngaarden, there is a clear concen-
tration in the Southern Levant, however, as he notes, this 
largely depends on how much archaeology has been done, 
and or has been published (van Wijngaarden 2002, 16 f.). Or 
as C. Bell has also noted, it largely depends on how much of 
a site has been excavated (C. Bell 2006, 31).
127 This of course depends on what one considers the 
Northern Levant, and as Lebanon has generally been treat-
ed differently to this point, this statement does not include 
sites in Lebanon.
128 However, Tell Sukas yielded between 50 and 100 sherds 
spanning from the LH IIIA2–LH IIIC, and Qadesh yielded 
only between ten and 50 sherds from the LH IIIA2–LH IIIB.
129 Van Wijngaarden 2002, 41; Yon 2003, 44; Routledge/
McGeough 2009, 26; Papadimitriou 2013, 107. See Papadimi-
triou 2013, 107 for a list of sites from the Levant which have 
produced more Aegean ceramics since the publication of 
van Wijngaarden 2002.
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newly published 440 sherds, only a few can be 
dated to LH I–LH IIIA1, with the remainder dating 
to LH IIIA2–LH IIIB (Papadimitriou 2013, 107). Six 
sites from Lebanon yielded more than ten Aegean 
sherds; however, four of these had only between 
ten and 50, two produced between 50 and 100, 
and only Sarepta produced more than 100 sherds. 
At Sarepta, the greatest frequency of Mycenaean 
pottery was during LH IIIA2–LH IIIB. Or, accord-
ing to the site chronology, after 1350 BC, the fre-
quency of Mycenaean sherds rose and peaked in 
the LH IIIA2 period and started to decline again in 
LH IIIB (C. Bell 2006, 43 f.). This differs from Ugarit 
to the north, which had its peak of Mycenaean pot-
tery during LH IIIB.
Within the Eastern Mediterranean, Cyprus un-
doubtedly has the most Aegean pottery, as the is-
land has given up more Mycenaean pottery than 
the entirety of the Levant. The numbers vary be-
tween how many sherds or whole vessels have 
been found on Cyprus; however, there are at least 
4,000 vessels from the Cypriot LBA (Cline 2007, 
196).130 At Enkomi, 1,466 sherds or whole pots 
were found, with 973 of these being found in fu-
nerary contexts, a trend which is generally true 
for Mycenaean pottery on Cyprus, as the majority 
has been found in tombs (Cadogan 1993, 94; van 
Wijngaarden 2002, 134 f.; Papadimitriou 2013, 
108).131 Moreover, Sherratt states that at Hala Sul-
tan Tekke, there were more than 4,300 pieces of 
Mycenaean pottery (S. Sherratt 1999, 170). There 
was little Mycenaean pottery being brought to 
Cyprus during LH I–LH IIIA1, though Mycenaean 
pottery did begin to increase in frequency starting 
in LH IIB and through LH IIIA1. During LH IIIA2 
?????? ????????????????????????? ??????????????????
which then began to regress during LH IIIB, which 
???? ????? ?????? ???????? ????? ??? ?????? ????????
1973, 122; van Wijngaarden 2002, 122–124, 126; 
Steel 2004b, 70; Papadimitriou 2013, 108). Howev-
er, Mycenaean pottery rarely moved inland to the 
130? ????????????????????????????????? ???????????????????????
vessels or sherds of Mycenaean pottery found on Cyprus 
???????????????????????????????? ??????????????????
131 Though as Steel notes, this pattern is changing with 
more excavations as more sherds have been uncovered in 
????????????????????????????????????????
Cypriot hinterland and has generally been found 
at the large coastal sites (Steel 2004b, 71).
Based on van Wijngaarden, the Southern Le-
vant has 73 sites with pottery from the Aegean 
from LH I–LH IIIB. 19 have more than ten sherds; 
however, of these, eleven sites have only between 
ten and 50 sherds, four have between 50 and 100 
sherds, four have between 100 and 500, and is the 
only site in the Levant other than Ugarit to have 
more than 500 with about 700 hundred Mycenae-
??????????????????????????? ?????????????????
?????????????????????????? ???????????????????????????
at ?????????????? are from the LH IIIA2–LH IIIB1 
period, and according to NAA studies done on the 
pottery, the majority was made in the north-east-
ern Peloponnese, specifically the Argolid, and 
perhaps near Mycenae.132 According to the NAA 
samples from Northern Israel, these too follow 
a similar trend coming mainly from the  Argolid 
region or from the greater north-eastern Pelo-
ponnese region (Zuckerman et al. 2010, 410–414). 
Much like in the rest of the Eastern Mediterrane-
an, before LH IIIA2, Aegean ceramics were not as 
common in the Southern Levant. However, with 
the onset of LH IIIA2, and as Papadimitriou notes, 
specifically after LH IIIA2 late, was when there 
was the great increase in the frequency of Myce-
naean pottery in the Southern Levant (van Wijn-
gaarden 2002, 21 f.; C. Bell 2006, 46; Papadimitriou 
2013, 108). This again begins to decline in LH IIIB, 
and virtually halts in LH IIIC.133
Finally, there is Egypt. There are in Egypt and 
Nubia 52 sites with Aegean pottery and some 30 
sites have LH IIIA2–LH IIIB pottery, though there 
are only eight sites with more than ten Myce-
?????????????????????????? ?????????????? ??????-
pearance of Aegean material culture in Egypt is 
minimal, and it is only in LH IIIA2 that there is a 
???????? ????????????????????????????????????-
tinues into LH IIIB, though to a lesser extent (van 
Wijngaarden 2002, 17–21; Cline 2007, 196; Papa-
????????????????????????????????????????? ??????-
an pottery in Egypt was uncovered at Amarna. 
Approximately 2,000 sherds all dating to LH IIIA2 
132 Van Wijngaarden 2002, 13; Artzy 2006b, 52; 2007, 364; 
Zuckerman et al. 2010, 410 f.; Artzy/Zagorski 2012, 1 f.
133 This pottery will be examined in greater detail in 
 Chapter 6.
 Contact, Connectivity, and Connectedness in the Late Bronze Age 131
were found at Amarna, 1,300 of which were found 
in a rubbish heap east of the police barracks and 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
are believed to represent some 600 hundred ves-
sels, though Hankey has put forth a lower number 
of 200–300 (Cline 2007, 196; Kelder 2010, 130 note 
20; Papadimitriou 2013, 106). Nonetheless, the ma-
jority of these vessels were closed shapes, such as 
???????????????????????????????? ??????????????????
to have carried olive oil, perfume, or wine (Kelder 
2010, 130).134 In order to try and explain this large 
number of Mycenaean pots found in one location, 
all coming from the same chronological period, it 
has been proposed that this represents a gift sent 
to Egypt from the Mycenaeans (Kelder 2009, 347; 
2010, 133). This gift was either brought by Myce-
naeans, or was sent back with Egyptians after 
having gone on the supposed diplomatic voyage 
which Cline and Kelder claim is inscribed at Kom 
el-Hetan. However, as previously discussed, know-
ing if this was a gift or not is not so simple.
4.5.3. Arguments for Connection
The question that now stands is what does all of 
this evidence mean? Does it show connectedness 
as some would claim, contact, or less? The an-
swer of course will depend on who is asked and 
 whether their view is minimal or maximal. I have 
presented in general many view points of the max-
imalists and will present several more; however, 
my interpretation of this material will be biased, 
as I am certainly a minimalist, following in the 
same vein as Cherry (2010, 107–140). Wiener has 
already stated the danger of a minimalist’s ap-
proach being at least as great as that of overesti-
mating the state of ancient exchange in the East-
ern Mediterranean (Wiener 1991, 326), yet as Cline 
has stated: ‘Scholars can profess abstruse and ab-
stract theories as much as they like, but archaeo-
logical theory will never replace hard data’ (Cline 
2010, 168). This is as good a starting point to an en-
quiry as any; I will attempt to stay with the hard 
textual and archaeological data which we have 
134 See Kelder 2009, for his argument that these vessels 
would have contained oil.
uncovered and not that which has not been found, 
is believed to exist, or believed to have existed in 
true minimalist fashion.
To begin with are two theories which have 
been proposed by Cline and Kelder. Both have 
claimed strong contacts and connections between 
the Egyptians and the Mycenaeans. Kelder has 
claimed that there were three separate diplomat-
ic missions between Egypt and the Mycenaean 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????-
moses III and the gift brought by the prince of 
Tanaju. Secondly, he claims, much like Cline, that 
Amenhotep III sent an expedition to Tanaju who 
took along the faience plaques found at Mycenae 
and which was recorded at Kom el-Hetan. Final-
ly, he believes that the cache of sherds found at 
Amarna represent a gift sent back to Egypt after 
this visitation (Kelder 2009, 347; 2010, 133–137). 
He also believes that despite the lack of textual 
evidence and with a general lack of Mycenaean 
imports after the Amarna period, there would 
still have been diplomatic contact. Moreover, he 
claims, even though there is a paucity of archae-
ological and textual evidence,135 that there were 
connections between Egypt and Mycenae before 
LH IIIA2 which would be archaeologically invisi-
ble, as pottery was not important at that time and 
metal objects were the items being sent (Kelder 
2009, 347; 2010, 133–137). Thus, from this he states: 
‘Connections between New Kingdom Egypt and 
Mycenae, in sum, appear to have been of a rath-
er close nature, involving not only the exchange of 
goods, but also the exchange of men, and of ideas’ 
(Kelder 2010, 137). However, the question is, how 
much of this is borne out by the known evidence?
First, there is the mention by Thutmoses III of 
a gift brought by the prince of Tanaju, and of all 
the claims, this could be considered a diplomatic 
contact; however, the question that must be asked 
is, was this a direct diplomatic mission to meet the 
pharaoh, or was it something else? How would the 
prince of Tanaju know that Thutmoses III would 
be in Syria, and did this actually cement any kind 
of connection or was it a point of contact? From 
what we know archaeologically, it was a contact. 
There is limited evidence of Mycenaean objects 
135 Other than the textual mentions from Thutmoses III.
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in Egypt from the time of Thutmoses III, and from 
this same period in the Aegean only 15 Egyptian 
artefacts were found on the Greek mainland while 
67 were found on Crete (Cline 2007, 193; Papadim-
itriou 2013, 99, 104 f.). However, as Keftiu and 
Tanaju are separated in the Egyptian recorded, 
there is more archaeological evidence to suggest 
contact between Crete and Egypt during this time 
than with the Greek mainland, let alone connec-
tion. Kelder has pointed to metal objects, as these 
are what were brought as gifts to Thutmoses III 
(Kelder 2010, 133), however, this is an argument 
from silence, as these objects have not been un-
covered. It is true, as Weiner has pointed out, 
that metal would have been used, reused, and re-
formed making it generally archaeologically invis-
ible (Wiener 1991, 326); however, given the body 
of evidence, there is not enough to suggest a con-
nection during the reign of Thutmoses III.
Second is the diplomatic mission sent by 
Amenhotep III to Mycenae which brought the 
faience plaques to Greece. However, as already de-
scribed, the plaques have no clear match in Egypt; 
it is not certain if they were made in Egypt, and it 
can also not be said for sure if they all arrived in 
a group or over a period of time. More over, the 
list at Kom el-Hetan details only a group of names 
which have been interpreted as a voyage, yet 
there is no textual information other than this list 
of names to suggest this mission ever took place. 
Finally, there are the LH IIIA2 vessels found at 
Amarna, but there is, again, no proof that this is 
a gift, as it could have been a shipment from the 
Aegean, it could have been a gift, or it could have 
been brought by others who were not from the 
Aegean. Moreover, there is a double standard in 
place here. This large cache is believed to be a gift 
brought at one time because of the superb condi-
tion in which Amarna was abandoned, yet with 
assemblages found in other parts of the Eastern 
Mediterranean it is considered evidence of con-
stant trade rather than a single shipment, even 
though the amount of LH IIIA2 or LH IIIB pottery 
is less than that found at Amarna! If we are also to 
???????????????????????????????????????????????
Egypt during the time of Ramesses II and after, 
there is little archaeological evidence and no real 
textual evidence to support this. That is, unless one 
points to the as yet non-existent foreign archive 
on Greece of which no evidence has been found. 
Even in the texts from Greece, there are only two 
possible mentions of Egyptians. Thus, from the ev-
idence that we have at hand, there is only enough 
to support contact between the Aegean and Egypt, 
but there is no hard evidence to state they were in 
any way connected.
As previously described, Cline has made the 
claim that the Kom el-Hetan list describes a  voyage 
sent by Amenhotep III to Greece. However, his 
 theory concerning this voyage goes further and 
has included an explanation for why there is little 
to no Aegean material culture in the Hittite home-
land, and vice versa. As stated before, Cline has ar-
gued that this lack of exchange was due to an em-
bargo placed on Ahhiyawa by the Hittites. This is 
based on a single text in which Tudhalia IV says to 
the king of Amurru: ‘You shall not allow any ship of 
Ahhiyawa to go to him (that is, the king of Assyria)’ 
(AhT2 [CTH 105]; Beckman/Bryce/Cline 2011, 63). 
From this he states that: ‘The hostility and lack of 
trade between the Mycenaeans and Hittites might 
well have been the result of an anti-Hittite treaty 
signed between Egypt and the Aegean during the 
reign of Amenhotep III’ (Cline 2014, 71). However, 
???????????????????? ????????????????????????????-
tion of the textual and material evidence.
First, there is the statement made by Tud-
halia IV. As Bryce has already noted, this ‘embar-
go’ is not against Ahhiyawa but rather against As-
syria.136 Ships from Ahhiyawa are not be allowed 
to go to Assyria because of the political problems 
between the Hittites and Assyria; however, no-
where does it state anything about Ahhiyawan 
ships not being allowed to go to Amurru, Ugarit, or 
to the Hittites. Moreover, texts used to prove the 
relations between Ugarit and Ahhiyawa would 
argue against a Hittite embargo against them. 
The two letters RS 94.2530 and RS 94.2523 found 
in the House of Urtenu, both of which were sent 
from the Hittite court to Ammurapi the last king 
of Ugarit during the reign of Suppiluliuma II, give 
direct instructions to ship ingots to ‘Hiyawa-man’ 
or ‘Hiyawa-men’ in Lukka. This is certainly not an 
embargo, as the Hittites are documented as having 
136 Bryce 2003a, 71. See this whole article for other consid-
erations against a Hittite embargo.
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given direct orders for goods to be sent to these 
men from Ahhiyawa. The only arguments against 
this would be to say that the political situation 
between the Hittites and the Ahhiyawa became 
surprisingly better in the short time between Tud-
halia IV and Suppiluliuma II, of which there is no 
supporting evidence, or that these men of Ahhi-
yawa are not directly related to Ahhiyawa as they 
are stationed in the land of Lukka. However, if we 
cannot be certain that these men of Ahhiyawa are 
not really related to Ahhiyawa, then the same crit-
ic must be placed on the statement made by Tud-
halia IV, and that we cannot know if the ships of 
Ahhiyawa then really do refer to ships from Ah-
hiyawa or from some region or people group re-
lated to Ahhiyawa. Moreover, a letter most likely 
sent to Hattusili III describes that a gift should be 
???????????????????????????????????????????????
who wrote this text whether a gift was sent by the 
Ahhiyawans to the Hittite king, and if so, what the 
nature of this gift was (AhT 8 [CTH 209.12]; Beck-
man/Bryce/Cline 2011, 144–149). Meaning, that on 
either side of Tudhalia IV, there is textual evidence 
to suggest that the Hittites at least sent some goods 
to the Ahhiyawans.
Moving backwards in time to Amenhotep III, 
there is even less convincing evidence to sup-
port this embargo and, moreover, no evidence 
to support the idea that Amenhotep III signed an 
anti-Hittite treaty with the Mycenaeans. Firstly, 
again, is the supposed voyage sent by Amenho-
tep III, believed to be recorded at Kom el-Hetan 
and found in the archaeological record in the 
faience plaques at Mycenae. As already argued 
above, there is little actual evidence to support 
that this voyage took place and that the plaques 
were brought by Egyptians. Thus, there is no cer-
tainty that the Egyptians sent a voyage to Greece, 
and if they did, there is no evidence to say what 
might have come from it. The statement that 
Amenhotep III signed an anti-Hittite treaty seems 
to be tenuous. At this time, we have neither tex-
tual evidence nor a textual precedent from the 
period that would support this claim. Thus, at this 
time, there is no proof that such a treaty was ever 
drafted or signed, or that a political alliance was 
created between the Egyptians and the Mycenae-
ans. Moreover, this solution would only tackle 
the problem of little to no interregional exchange 
between Greece and the Hittite heartland for the 
period after Amenhotep III, as it says nothing of 
the time before the reign of Amenhotep III, there 
still being little archaeological evidence of ex-
change between these two regions.
The case of the Hittites is actually the only one 
where there is enough evidence to suggest that 
they were connected to a degree with Mycenaean 
Greece, despite the lack of archaeological material 
culture. This is, however, because of the false as-
sumption that if two parties are connected, they 
are connected in every sphere. Yet, this is not the 
case. Two regions can be politically connected, 
but this does not mean that they need to be eco-
nomically connected, nor do they need to be con-
nected through an exchange network of goods 
and services. From what we know in the Ahhiya-
wa texts, the Hittites and the Ahhiyawans were 
connected in the sense that they had a shared bor-
der in Western Anatolia, and this shared border 
created political and power struggles for both par-
ties. The action of the Hittites in the west would 
have affected the Ahhiyawans there, and vice 
versa, the actions or inactions of the Ahhiyawans 
and how they treated the Hittites, helping or not 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
both regions. However, there is little evidence 
to say that this ‘connection’ went beyond this. 
Bryce has already listed the number of reasons 
why these two groups would not have exchanged 
with each other as: the materials that the Myce-
naeans might have wanted from the Hittites were 
already available in Western Anatolia; there were 
no good trade routes into the Hittite heartland; 
or that the journey would simply have been too 
dangerous (Bryce 2003a, 61–65, 70 f.). Steel has 
also noted that it is most likely that Hittites took 
part in a different network of exchange, focusing 
on Mesopotamia and Syria rather than Greece in 
the west (Steel 2013, 131). Moreover, as Genz has 
noted, there is little evidence of Hittite material 
in the regions outside of the Hittite heartland and 
there is also little non-local material in the Hittite 
heartland (Genz 2011, 322 f.). Thus, there general-
ly seems to be a lack of large-scale interregional 
exchange with anyone, not only with Mycenaean 
Greece. This is not to say that the two regions nev-
er exchanged goods through barter, trade, or gift 
exchange, as the above letters from the Hittites 
Trade and Exchange in the Late Bronze Age Southern Levant: Texts, Archaeology, and Theory134
would argue that this did occasionally happen. 
As discussed in the section on LBA gift exchange, 
gifts do not need to be large and often times were 
very small, and these would likely be lost to the 
archaeological record. However, even if gifts were 
occasionally exchanged, this would equate to an 
exchange contact, not to a trade connection.
Bell has claimed that Phoenicia had direct con-
tact with the Aegean, and that this contact is what 
saved Phoenicia from destruction at the end of 
the LBA at either the hands of the Sea Peoples or 
other roaming bands of people from the Aegean. 
She bases this on the percentage of Mycenaean 
pottery found at the site of Sarepta, which is high-
er than Cypriot pottery. Bell goes on to state the 
claim that Phoenicia could trade with whomever 
they wished, as they were not under the direct 
control by either Egypt or the Hittites, and that 
Linear B names which seem to have a Phoenician 
origin would suggest a trade connection. Finally, 
she states that Sarepta and other Lebanese sites 
were not destroyed at the end of the LBA because 
of this connection to the Aegean (C. Bell 2006, 88–
90, 109 f., 137; 2009, 32 f.). However, this theory of 
connection and the lack of destruction is not with-
out problems. As I have previously demonstrated 
and will demonstrate fully in the following chap-
ter, the hypothesis of destruction is largely untest-
ed in the Eastern Mediterranean. In the Southern 
Levant, there is generally little evidence to support 
the destruction events attributed to the ‘Sea Peo-
ples’ (Millek 2017). Thus, one cannot assume that a 
lack of destruction in Phoenicia indicates a direct 
relation with the Aegean, as this would then also 
be true of the Southern Levant. The possible Phoe-
nician names mentioned in Linear B tablets would 
be strong evidence for contact, but it is interesting 
to note that all four of these names were found 
on tablets from Knossos, and only the ‘man from 
Tyre’ was found on a tablet from mainland Greece 
at Pylos (C. Bell 2006, 89). Thus, again, one may 
extrapolate that these names would have been 
known in the Argolid where most of the Myce-
naean pottery originated; however, the evidence 
has not yet been found to support this. Moreover, 
there is the problem of pottery and percentages 
and what sherd counts really tell us. This is a prob-
lem that does not only apply to Sarepta but to the 
entire Eastern Mediterranean.
4.5.4. The Problem of Sherd Counts
If one reads any report about trade with the Ae-
gean, generally, when it comes to LH IIIA2, it will 
be described that there was a ‘flood’ of Myce-
naean pottery to the region the study covers. Or, 
one might encounter that there are vast amounts 
of trade, great quantities of Mycenaean pottery 
and other sentences which give the impression 
of Mycenaean, Levantine, Egyptian, and Cypri-
ot ships going to and fro from the Aegean world. 
???? ????????????????????????????????????????????
much is a ‘great quantity’ of Mycenaean pot-
tery. At what number of sherds or vessels does it 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
course is based in part on comparing to the times 
previous, but the question is not one of compari-
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
Levant, Cyprus and Egypt. In the Southern Levant, 
there are 308 sherds of published137 LH IIIA2 pot-
tery which could be called a great amount. How-
ever, the site of Enkomi on Cyprus itself produced 
323 sherds and vessels of LH IIIA2 pottery (van 
Wijngaarden 2002, 136). Moreover, as previously 
mentioned, Amarna yielded 2,000 LH IIIA2 sherds 
which may represent 600 vessels. Thus, of these 
three examples, which one counts as a lot of My-
????????????????????????????????????????????????-
ern Levant with the most LH IIIA2 pottery is La-
chish which has 71 sherds; however, this pales in 
comparison to Enkomi, which is then too dwarfed 
by the amount of pottery found at Amarna. If we 
are to consider that all three examples have a 
‘great amount of LH IIIA2 pottery’, then this is a 
functionally useless term, as there is no gradient 
which is used to judge how much a great amount 
is. When these numbers, however small or large, 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????
the maximal interpretation of the data. 
What follows is better known in the world of 
the ‘hard’ sciences, that is, using a thought exper-
iment to help visualise a problem. The purpose of 
going through this exercise is not to give an accu-
rate picture of the amount of trade and contacts 
during LH IIIA2, but rather to take the existing 
137 Published is a key which will become more apparent in 
chapters 6–8.
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information known from archaeological contexts 
and from this imagining what the maximal posi-
tion might have looked like to see if this matches 
the claims made by the maximal interpretation of 
the data, that is, a connected world with frequent 
contacts. Thus, in a way, this is putting informed 
imagination into practice.
The question that we must first ask is, how 
many pots could be shipped at one time? For My-
cenaean pottery the answer is, simply, we do not 
know. Thus, let us take the assumption that the 
find at Amarna represents a single shipment of 
transport vessels, as has been argued by Kelder. 
There are 2,000 sherds, at the maximum 600 ves-
sels and minimum 200. Taking this as a single 
shipment, it would mean that even if every sherd 
of the 308 LH IIIA2 sherds found in the Southern 
Levant were a vessel in and of itself, if we take 
the maximum number of vessels from Amarna 
it would represent only half a shipment, and at 
the minimum one and a half shipments within a 
75 year period – in other words, at the most, two 
contacts in this period. However, of course, it is 
not certain if the Amarna sherds were from one 
shipment or perhaps several. Thus, I turn to a 
known number of vessels shipped, that being the 
approximately 150 Canaanite storage jars found 
on the Uluburun ship. Using this number, it again 
demonstrates that two contacts in seventy-five 
years would account for every sherd of LH IIIA2 
pottery in the Southern Levant, even if each were 
a whole vessel. Even if we assume that this only 
represents a small fraction of the total number 
of LH IIIA2 vessels in the Southern Levant, the 
picture does not change drastically, as even mul-
tiplying this number by 10, creating an assumed 
3080 vessels, this would only equate to 20 contacts 
over 75 years or 2.6 contacts every ten years. If 
using this imaginary number, the number of con-
tacts remains small enough that it could hardly be 
considered evidence for connectedness. One can 
extend this thought experiment elsewhere. Wijn-
gaarden lists 98 sherds of LH IIIA2 pottery at Ugar-
it (van Wijngaarden 2002, 44), which again, under 
both minimal numbers, would be less than one 
shipment and thus could equal one contact. The 
LH IIIA2 pottery from Enkomi would again repre-
sent one or two contacts. This would be far fewer 
contacts than generally imagined and would not 
be a strong indicator for economic connectedness 
in the LBA.
??????????????????????????????????????????????
experiment, and I would not argue for there 
 having been only one or two contacts during the 
LH IIIA2 period in the Southern Levant; this was 
merely to demonstrate that, when the same logic 
that has been applied to Egypt is applied to an-
other region, the picture of exchange between the 
Aegean and the Southern Levant, Ugarit, and Cy-
prus is drastically different. However, given the 
number of sherds in the Southern Levant from 
LH IIIA2, the number of vessels that could be 
shipped from a known ship, the number of con-
tacts was most likely not much higher than the 
extreme minimal position proposes. Additionally, 
we cannot be certain who exactly was carrying 
these vessels, whether they came on a Mycenaean 
ship, whether they were brought from Egypt, or 
 whether they were brought from Cyprus. More-
over, many of these vessels may not have been 
made in Greece at all and could have been pro-
duced in the Levant or on Cyprus (Zuckerman 
et al. 2010; Stockhammer 2011; Artzy/Zagorski 
2012). It is also not known how many transport 
vessels a Mycenaean ship could carry. As Manning 
and Hulin have previously pointed out, the com-
mon belief is that these vessels piggybacked on the 
trade of other raw commodities like metal, which 
is invisible in the archaeological record. However, 
the Point Iria Wreck seems to have carried pottery 
as its main cargo (Manning/Hulin 2005, 297). Ad-
ditionally, two ships wrecked off the coast of Ash-
kelon dating to ca 750 BC carried only amphorae 
as their cargo, each carrying over 300 amphorae 
(Ballard ?????? 2002; Abdelhamid 2015, 1). More-
over, as  Mycenaean pottery seems to be the main 
‘export’ from the Aegean, it would only make 
sense that they would have carried more of it on 
a single ship which would mean ‘large’ amounts 
of pottery could indicate only one or two contacts. 
Thus, when it is argued, because there is a higher 
concentration of Mycenaean pottery over Cypriot 
pottery at Sarepta, that this indicates they were 
connected, this is not a clear logical conclusion, as 
this could have transpired for any number of rea-
sons, and the number of LH III A2–LH IIIB sherds 
may only represent a couple of contacts rather 
than continued trade.
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we know, or rather, the hard data being numbers 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????-
bers and statistics. Manning and Hulin have al-
ready pointed out some of these problems, such 
as that of the 348 sites outside of the Aegean with 
Mycenaean pottery: 72.1% yielded fewer than 10 
sherds from the time between LH I–IIIB or a 400 
year period. Moreover, from the same time, of 
these 348 sites, 89% yielded fewer than 50 sherds. 
They went on to point out that when looking at the 
Aegean and the 1118 imported items listed in the 
‘Sailing the Wine-Dark Sea’, it would represent 0.5 
objects imported to the Aegean per year over the 
600 year period the study covers. This along with 
other arguments led them to state that this data-
base is ‘misleading’ (Manning/Hulin 2005, 278 f.). 
Cline has reacted to this, stating that, of course, 
0.5 objects did not arrive each year and that trade 
rose and fell over time, and that what has been un-
covered in the Aegean most likely only represents 
ten percent of what once existed. Moreover, that 
this type of argument is ‘… deliberately minimalis-
tic and, I believe, an ultimately harmful interpre-
tation of the available data’ (Cline 2007, 200 note 
1; 2010, 164 f.). With that said, it is thus important 
to take known examples and to ask the question, 
which appears to be more reasonable: the mini-
mal or maximal view?
For this we turn to information from ‘Sailing 
the Wine-Dark Sea’ and again from the Uluburun 
wreck. During the LH IIIA period, which is dur-
ing the time that the Uluburun ship would have 
sailed, 44 sherds of Canaanite storage jars were 
uncovered throughout the Aegean (Cline 1994, 
99).138 We shall assume these represent 44 whole 
vessels from an approximately 100 year period of 
time. On the Uluburun ship, approximately 150 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
the doubt, we shall assume that the 44 Canaanite 
storage jars from LH IIIA are not accurate, not 
even that they represent only a tenth of what was 
there, but we shall assume it is one hundredth 
of what was shipped, creating a number of 4,400 
138 Of course this number will change in the future and this 
is based on those sherds published by Cline. For example, 
see Rutter 2014, 53–69, and Stockhammer 2015, 177–187.
imaginary Canaanite storage jars. Given the num-
ber of Canaanite storage jars found on the Ul-
uburun ship as our measure,139 this would then 
equate to 29 shipments or three shipments every 
10 years. Moreover, taking the carrying capacity of 
the Uluburun ship, the ship may have been able to 
transport upwards of 1,000 Canaanite storage jars 
based on an average weight and size of the jars.140 
A similar argument could be made for the Cypri-
ot pottery found on the Uluburun ship and that 
found in the Aegean, and a similar picture also 
emerges. Thus, either there is such a great dispar-
????????????????????????????????????????????????
compared to what might have been exchanged as 
to make what we have functionally impractical in 
trying to determine ancient exchange – or, there 
was far less exchange than previously imagined.
One study which points to this conclusion is 
that of Parkinson, who, using the database of im-
ported objects made by Cline, attempted to identi-
fy contacts in the data rather than raw numbers. 
In order to determine contact in the archaeologi-
cal past, Parkinson sorted Cline’s database so that 
materials with similar contexts, periods, and ori-
gins were grouped together. He states that, in this 
view, a contact is: ‘[A group] of artifacts from the 
same context at a single site, which are dated to a 
similar time period and which derive from a sin-
gle geographical region’ (Parkinson 2010, 18). He 
explains that: ‘For example, the three Mesopota-
mian or Syro-Palestinian glass beads … from My-
cenae, Chamber Tomb 49, which is dated to LH I, 
are considered evidence of a single ‘contact’. This 
is based on the argument that it is more likely that 
the beads were all acquired at a similar time’ (Par-
kinson 2010, 18). Thus, in this view, rather than 
111 objects found at Mycenae, it is reduced to 61 
139 An argument against this is that of course we may 
then add in the copper, tin and other items shipped on the 
 Uluburun ship into this measure which would mean that 29 
shipments would have been economically impactful. How-
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
could be shipped by themselves, and thus for this thought 
experiment, the other items aboard the Uluburun ship are 
 excluded.
140 Pulak Personal Communication, 7.01.2016. Cemal Pulak 
mentioned that this is a rough estimate and it would have 
??????????????????? ????????????????????????????????????????????
 Uluburun ship. However, it is useful in imagining the amount 
of vessels a ship like this might have been able to carry.
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contacts. Or, rather than there being 41 objects 
from Thebes, there are only 7 contacts according 
to Parkinson’s method. For Mainland Greece dur-
ing LH IIIA–LH IIIB, while there are 151 objects, he 
has reduced this to 65 contacts (Parkinson 2010, 
19 f.). Thus, in this view, there were fewer contacts 
????????????????????????????????????????????????
However, while this method has reduced the num-
ber of artefacts into contacts, it still makes some 
assumptions which would make for more contacts 
than may have been.
Parkinson states: ‘If, however, items from a 
single context derive from more than one geo-
graphical region, such as Shaft Grave V, Grave 
Circle A, from Mycenae which contains items of 
both Egyptian and Syro-Palestinian origin, then 
the number of contacts is based upon the number 
of geographical regions represented (in this case, 
two). This is based on the assumption that items 
originating from different geographical areas 
were acquired via different contacts’ (Parkinson 
2010, 19). He cites that, given the different origins 
for the objects found on the Uluburun and Cape 
Gelidonya shipwrecks, his methodology lumps to-
gether items from different regions which might 
have arrived at the same time. However, he goes 
on to state: ‘The point here is to determine the 
number of contacts that were made with foreign 
lands by LBA mainland Greeks, not to determine 
the minimum number of shiploads that would 
have been required to produce it’ (Parkinson 2010, 
19). Herein lies the problem. Non-local material in 
and of itself does not equate to contact. It is sim-
ply non-local material in an archaeological context 
which could have arrived via a number of differ-
ent means and actors.
For example, recently Egyptian blue glass 
beads dating to the time of Tutankhamen were 
uncovered in the grave of a Danish woman dating 
to ca. 1400 BC. The beads were found in the same 
region from which amber found in the LBA in the 
??????????????????????????????????????? ????????????
time that an object was found to have gone north 
rather than the amber only going south (Varberg/
Gratuze/Kaul 2015). Here, a non-local object was 
found. However, it would be very unreasonable 
to assume it was brought by an Egyptian or that 
the Danish woman had any idea from where it 
came from other than not from the local region. 
The same would be true of the amber found in the 
Near East and Egypt, as it is most likely evidence 
of down-the-line superregional exchange, but 
certainly not contact or knowledge. Thus, for the 
non-local objects found in the Aegean, one region 
being represented in the archaeological record 
does not necessarily represent contact. Moreover, 
from what we know from the found shipwrecks, 
it would be more reasonable to look for what Par-
kinson calls a shipment, as this would be an actual 
contact with the people, not with objects, from a 
region. Additionally, when using this form of con-
tact, one can have the assumption that sites inland 
most likely did not have direct contact with the 
ships and the crews bringing the materials. Thus, 
as objects were unloaded at a ‘port of trade’, they 
would have moved inland by other actors than 
those who originally brought them, most likely 
 being local merchants or people. This would mean 
that objects found inland may not represent more 
contacts, and adding this on to those at harbour 
???????????????? ????????????? ???? ????????????????
deposited will increase the number of contacts ar-
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
61 contacts in the LH IIIA–LH IIIB period, the ac-
tual number, given these considerations, was most 
likely less.
4.5.5. Summary
With the data from texts and archaeology present-
ed, theories about connectedness discussed, mate-
rials questioned, where then does this leave the 
question of whether there was connectedness be-
tween the Aegean and the rest of the Eastern Med-
iterranean? When examining all of this together, I 
would argue there is not enough evidence to state 
that the Aegean and the Eastern Mediterranean 
were economically connected. From the textual 
evidence, there are only sparse references to the 
Mycenaean world, and much of the arguments for 
connectedness which are derived from this textu-
al evidence are not at this time supported by phys-
ical evidence, such as the foreign archive on the 
Greek mainland, or the texts are over-interpret-
ed. Most of the regions discussed are silent when 
it comes to textual evidence. The Egyptian texts 
come mainly from two pharaohs, Thutmoses III 
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and Amenhotep III, and these reference contact 
and do not speak in the texts themselves of con-
nectedness and certainly not economic connect-
edness. Texts can be used in Anatolia to argue 
for connectedness between Ahhiyawa and the 
Hittites. However, given what is known from 
the texts, this would be connectedness through a 
shared border, and most likely did not extend be-
yond that other than through occasional gift ex-
change. Thus, the textual evidence when taken for 
what it is, and not arguing with material that has 
not been found, would argue for contact between 
these regions, but not connectedness.
The archaeological record produces a similar 
picture when the problems with interpretation 
are taken into consideration. When it is normally 
assumed that many sherds equal many contacts, 
??????????????????????????????????????????????-
chaeological record has produced thousands of 
Mycenaean sherds outside of the Aegean, as seen 
in the example from Amarna, this does not mean 
thousands of vessels. It has been pointed out by 
Merrillees that, while there are 2,000 Mycenae-
an sherds at Amarna, this pales in comparison 
to the millions of local sherds found in contem-
poraneous sites, and demonstrates how minor 
imports were (Merrillees 1998, 153). Moreover, 
when taking a look using the assumed number 
of vessels making up the Amarna cache, it would 
mean that even using the smallest number of 
two hundred vessels per shipment from the Ae-
gean, all LH IIIA2 vessels could have in theory 
arrived via two ships, if every sherd were a ves-
sel. Even in the Southern Levant at the Amman 
Airport Structure, which yielded the second big-
gest collection of Aegean pottery with 486 sherds 
of mainly Mycenaean and some Minoan pottery, 
these sherds represent only 50–60 vessels (Han-
key 1974, 133). Or, using a known number of 
vessels transported on a ship from the period, 
the 150 Canaanite storage jars on the Uluburun 
ship, this would still mean, in principle, that all 
LH IIIA2 sherds found in the Southern Levant 
could have come from two ships, and this does 
not even mean ships of Aegean origin.  Given this 
consideration, that the Mycenaeans most likely 
shipped a considerable number of transport ves-
sels at a time, the archaeological record begins to 
make sense.
There are 1,118 objects listed by Cline in ‘Sail-
ing the Wine-Dark Sea’; however, the Eastern Med-
iterranean has turned up thousands of Mycenaean 
sherds. It has been assumed that what is lacking is 
the evidence of perishable goods, and this is most 
likely true; however, given that the Mycenaeans, 
from all that we know to date, shipped mainly 
???????????????????????? ?????????????????????????-
id, these might be a better indicator of how many 
contacts there were. Take, for example, Cyprus. 
Cyprus represents the region with the most Myce-
naean pottery by far and, during LH IIIB, there are 
at least 721 LH IIIB objects found on Cyprus. Yet, 
on the Greek Mainland, there are no Cypriot items 
before the LH IIIB period, and during LH IIIB 
there are only 23 Cypriot objects (Cline 2007, 195). 
How can this disparity be explained other than 
by archaeologically invisible goods, and it must 
also demonstrate a great amount of hidden trade. 
However, this may not be the case. Given what we 
know of Alasiya, which I am assuming to be Cy-
prus, the main export of Alasiya was copper, as 
seen in the Amarna Letters. If this held true for the 
Aegean, then the Alasiyans would have mainly ex-
changed copper with the Greek mainland, which 
in turn would be archaeologically invisible (Knapp 
1985, 243). However, given how much copper was 
valued, as already demonstrated by Monroe, it 
is imaginable that if this was the medium of ex-
change, and if the Mycenaeans were giving them 
?????? ??????????????????????????????????????????
most likely would have yielded a return of a great 
??????????????????????????????????????????????141 
This would mean that, even though there is a great 
amount of Mycenaean pottery on Cyprus, it could 
have arrived via a small number of contacts, and 
the same would be true of regions where there is 
by far less Mycenaean pottery.
This limited number of contacts has already 
been demonstrated by Parkinson who reduced the 
number of contacts between the Greek Mainland 
and the world outside of this region to 65 through-
out the entire LH IIIA–LH IIIB period (Parkinson 
2010, 20). Given this information, Cline has recent-
ly stated that:
141 I will discuss the ideas of Sherratt and value added 
goods in the following section.
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‘When considered over the entire 600-year course 
of the Late Bronze Age must be ameliorated by 
the observation that such contacts were probably 
????????????????????????????????????????????????
not be seen as continual over the entire length of 
the Bronze Age. Whereas previously I argued for 
a constant stream of contact between the Aege-
an, Egypt, and the Eastern Mediterranean, upon 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
trade had actually started and stopped, then start-
ed again, with years or even decades intervening 
between contacts’ (Cline 2010, 166).
This statement is one I would completely agree 
with, and it is a very important and key statement 
in understanding the debate between there  being 
a high level of connectedness or low levels of con-
tact. The statement that: ‘… trade had actually 
started and stopped, then started again, with years 
or even decades intervening between contacts’, 
could be described as intermittent contact at best, 
and if it were the case that there were decades 
between contacts, they should be described as 
sparse. If the Aegean did not have contact with the 
Eastern Mediterranean for years or decades, this 
would mean that these societies could not be con-
sidered to be connected either economically or po-
litically. For example, if there were a ten year gap 
between when the Aegean exchanged with Egypt, 
??????????????????? ????? ????????????????????????
would never know, as these gaps in contact would 
have been normal. If there is so little contact that 
it can wait years, this means that economic inter-
dependence could not have existed, as these large 
gaps would not allow for such a thing. The socie-
ties would have collapsed again and again if this 
were the case. Thus, when one considers that the 
fall of the Mycenaean world would have been the 
cause for the collapse of the Eastern Mediterra-
nean because of the break in an interdependent 
world system, given the evidence, this cannot be 
considered a plausible theory. It can also not be ar-
gued that these regions were in constant contact, 
as years or decades of no contact would not allow 
for this. This would explain the textual evidence 
which does not to date exist, because it is based 
on an assumption which has not been borne out. 
However, despite all this, the argument present-
ed here will be considered far too minimalistic; 
however, this minimal view has been given before 
when Wachsmann stated: ‘Mycenaean maritime 
trading outside the Aegean has been highly over-
rated in the past by Hellenocentric scholars … the 
kind of trade involved – whether direct or indirect 
???????????????????????????????????????????????
the onus of proof for extensive direct Mycenaean 
tradecontacts with the Syro-Canaanite coast and 
Egypt must fall on those scholars who argue for 
its existence. For the present at least, this evidence 
is lacking’ (Wachsmann 2008, 329). With that said, 
for an argument that is as complex and embroiled 
into personal opinion as this one about connect-
edness, it must be clear what is being argued and 
what is not being argued.
Firstly, I am not arguing for thalassocracies 
of any sort either Levantine or Cypriot (see for 
example, Knapp 1993, 332–347; Knapp/Cherry 
1994, 128–134; Zukerman 2010, 887–901), nor am 
I arguing that Aegeans never sailed to other parts 
of the Eastern Mediterranean or that no one ever 
sailed to the Aegean. Secondly, I am not arguing 
that the peoples of the Eastern Mediterranean 
had no knowledge of the Aegean and vice versa, 
nor that they  never had direct contact with each 
other. Thirdly, I am not arguing that people could 
not have moved throughout these regions sharing 
ideas, technology, practices, and beliefs. Lastly, I 
am not arguing that this picture cannot change, as 
further excavations or discovers could either fur-
ther this theory or hinder it; however, as Cline has 
stated that very little has been found in the past 
15 years of excavation other than a handful more 
of objects in the Aegean and some more sherds 
outside of it (Cline 2010, 167 f.), I remain sceptical 
if this evidence will ever be uncovered. What I am 
arguing is that, based on the textual and archaeo-
logical evidence, there is no basis to believe that 
the Eastern Mediterranean and the Aegean were 
economically or politically connected. Thus, in my 
view, contact would have occurred but at a much 
reduced rate than what the maximalists propose; 
this contact would have been intermittent, and 
the lack of contact would not have had an effect 
on the cultures of either the Aegean or the Eastern 
Mediterranean. This would mean, when such the-
ories as that put forward by Iakovidis, who pro-
posed that the destruction of the Levantine ports 
was disastrous for the Achaean rulers as they lost 
Trade and Exchange in the Late Bronze Age Southern Levant: Texts, Archaeology, and Theory140
their trading partners (Iakovidis 1993, 319),142 that 
this is not borne out by the evidence as, again, 
years or decades of no contact could not allow 
for such a situation to take place. One might ob-
ject about the use and consumption of Mycenaean 
pottery outside of the Aegean as proof against this 
theory; however, I will address this when speak-
ing of the known Mycenaean material culture in 
the Southern Levant.
4.6.  Privatisation and the Nomads of the Sea
There is one more general theme to discuss about 
exchange in the LBA and the collapse of the East-
ern Mediterranean. This is the general theory that, 
during the LBA to the Iron Age, there was a shift 
from palace-focused trade to private trade taken 
to the seas by freelance traders dubbed the no-
mads of the sea.143 These theories focus generally 
on a maximal view of trade and interpretation of 
the limited textual knowledge we have about the 
LBA merchant. Additionally, they have had a great 
effect on the study of LBA trade and the collapse 
of the Eastern Mediterranean. However, this is not 
the last theory about how the loss of trade affected 
the societies at the end of the LBA, but these other 
theories will be discussed again in the following 
chapters, as they deal mainly with the question 
of destruction being the cause for the cessation of 
trade.
To begin is the argument put forward by Artzy, 
which focusses on the merchant during the LBA. 
In her view, there was a caste of people who act-
ed as intermediaries between the regions of ex-
change. These people worked at times for the pal-
ace, or for themselves, or both, using their own 
ship or a ship provided by palace. This group of 
people acted like nomads or semi-nomads, which 
she believed operated as the main transporter for 
goods, and thus she dubbed this group of people 
the ‘Nomads of the Sea’. These ‘Nomads of the Sea’ 
142 And in the next chapter, I will demonstrate that the ev-
idence for destruction and the timing of the interregional 
exchange also does not match this picture.
143 A. Sherratt/S. Sherratt 1993, 361–378; 1991, 351–385; 
1998, 329–343; S. Sherratt 1998, 292–313;1999, 163–211; 
2000, 82–98; 2003, 37–62; 2010, 81–106; Artzy 1985a, 135–
140; 1997, 1–16; 1998, 439–448; Liverani 2003a, 19–21.
acted as both merchants and emissaries for the 
palace, and while shipping goods for the palace, 
they took part themselves in sailor trade, known 
as tramping, buying and selling their own goods 
while fulfilling their palatial task (Artzy 1997, 
7–9).144 However, over time, the palaces of the 
Eastern Mediterranean grew dependent on this 
fringe group, as they gained more power. Thus, by 
the end of the LBA, these ‘Nomads of the Sea’ who 
started off as hired hands had become economic 
competition for their former employers, as they 
took the trading of goods into their own hands 
and pockets beginning in the 14th cent. and com-
ing to fruition in the 13th cent. Finally, at the end 
of the 13th cent., once the economic situation was 
no longer favourable to them, this same group of 
 people took to the seas once more as the ‘Sea Peo-
ples’ (Artzy 1997, 12).
Susan Sherratt, working with this idea of the 
‘Nomads of the Sea’, envisioned a world-system 
during the LBA where palaces held tight control 
over trade, both in the exchange of metals such 
as copper, but also low bulk high value manufac-
???????????????????????????????????????????????-
change of low bulk high value goods which grew 
in importance over time and became an important 
marker for elite behaviour and legitimacy. Along 
with this, though, there was growth of a connec-
tion between these different regions as trade in 
these luxury goods fostered trade in other com-
modities, creating a connected network through-
out the Eastern Mediterranean. Thus, the control 
of these goods would have been needed not only 
for the elite to maintain their statues and power, 
but also to maintain the Eastern Mediterranean 
economy which grew out of this trade (A. Sherrat/ 
S. Sherratt 1991, 357–365; S. Sherratt 2000, 82–89). 
However, in this world of trade and exchange, 
there grew a class of sub-elites who did not have 
144? ???????????????????????????????????????????????????????
1972, 107: ‘ ‘Tramping’ also made it possible to take on car-
go. It gave ample opportunity for bargaining, and for mak-
ing the most of price differences. Every sailor, from captain 
to cabin-boy would have his bundle of merchandise on 
board, and merchants or their representatives would travel 
with their wares. The round trip, which could last several 
weeks or months, was a long succession of selling, buying, 
and exchanging, organized within a complicated itinerary. 
In the course of the voyage, the cargo would often have 
completely altered its nature.’
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access to the materials of the elites but wished to 
show prestige through the conspicuous consump-
tion of value-added material. Value- added materi-
al would be items which in and of themselves are 
seemingly worthless, such as pottery, however, if 
brought from a foreign region, they gain value. 
Sherratt’s case in point is pottery, which she claims 
has no intrinsic value in and of itself and which 
was not part of elite exchange, as pottery is never 
mentioned in any of the texts which describe gifts 
between the rules of the LBA (S. Sherratt 1998, 
294–296; 1999, 164, 171–175, 177, 185, 195).
These ceramics of course refer to Aegean and 
Cypriot pottery, which Sherratt argues were trans-
ported and traded by the Cypriot middle men and 
???????????????????????????????????????????????
both palatial trade, but also by selling Aegean 
and Cypriot pots to sub-elites in the Levant. This 
in turn led the Egyptian and Hittites to generally 
avoid this pottery, as she claims the market for 
this decentralised value-added commodity was 
with the sub-elites in the Levant, not with tightly- 
controlled exchange systems of the Egyptians 
and the Hittites (S. Sherratt 1998, 296–298; 1999, 
170 f.). As she states: ‘The basis of [the Cypriot] 
economy and livelihood was thus the creation 
and maintenance of essentially sub-elite markets 
for added-value products’ (S. Sherratt 1998, 298). 
Eventually, the Cypriots decided to no longer be 
only the middle man, but in the 13th cent. to be-
gin to mass produce White Painted Wheelmade III 
pottery after an Aegean style, to take production 
of these value-added goods as well as maintain-
ing control over its trade. However, this trade 
between the Cypriots and the sub-elites in the 
Levant posed a threat to the closed, tightly con-
trolled centralised networks of the Egyptians and 
the Hittites, and it is in her view that this trade in 
pottery is what eventually led to the downfall of 
these kingdoms, as this free trade which grew in 
areas not so tightly controlled undermined the 
LBA economy (A. Sherratt/S. Sherratt 1991, 373 f.; 
S. Sherratt 1998, 301–307; 1999, 195 f.).
This again led to the ‘Sea Peoples’. However, in 
her view, they were merchants who moved to the 
Levant from Cyprus, and set up shop closer to the 
market which they had already been trading with 
for more than a century, and who were not the 
warring peoples portrayed on the walls of Medinet 
Habu. Thus, at the end of the 13th cent., instead of 
seeing trade as coming to a halt, she states that 
trade between Cyprus and the Southern Levant 
continued as the LH IIIC:1b pottery developed in a 
similar manner as that of Cyprus. 5,022 sherds of 
Canaanite storage jars were found at the Cypriot 
site of Maa-Palaeokastro during LC IIIA, equalling 
a minimal number of 86 vessels, some of which 
were made on Cyprus while others were made 
in the Southern and Central Levant. Ivory, which 
would have been shipped from somewhere in the 
Levant, also continues to appear on Cyprus dur-
ing LC IIIA, all of which she believes documents a 
continued trading relationship between Cyprus 
and the Levant (S. Sherratt 1998, 304–307; 2003, 
46–48).145 Thus, as Sherratt summaries her argu-
ment: ‘In short, what we are seeing is the growth of 
alternative networks: the erosion of monopolistic 
control by entrepreneurial activates, uniting Euro-
pean ‘barbarians’ and Eastern Mediterranean ‘free 
?????????????? ???????????????????? ??????????-
mined and swept away the older system’ (S. Sher-
ratt 2000, 89). The end of the LBA, then, was more 
the switch from one economic system to another, 
which left the palaces which had depended on the 
LBA economy in the past, as they could no longer 
cope with the changes from controlled trade to that 
free trade taken up by the ‘Nomads of the Sea’.
This is the general theme, that of private mer-
chants originally working under the palace even-
tually taking the prime position in Eastern Med-
iterranean trade and helping to bring about the 
collapse. However, this theory has since proven to 
be problematic, and many of the assumptions have 
come under scrutiny. Several articles have already 
addressed these at length, and here I hope only to 
cover some of this as well as examine some of the 
other problematic assumptions (Manning/Hulin 
2005, 275–307; Routledge/McGeough 2009, 22–29; 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
that of the value-added items, such as in the case of 
Mycenaean pottery. The value of these value-add-
ed ceramics comes from their distance travelled 
and the prestige lent to them by this. However, 
?????? ?????? ????????????????? ??????????????????
145 See also for Bauer 1998 who presents a similar theory 
for the rise of the ‘Sea Peoples’.
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the people in the past would have perceived these 
ceramics. Huckle has pointed out that we do not 
know whether the people in the Southern Levant 
would have known the difference between a pot 
from Cyprus and a pot from Greece. If this knowl-
edge was present, the degree to how much the 
people would have known would have varied be-
tween communities (Huckle 2005, 60). While it was 
possible that the people living on the coastal sites 
might have had some knowledge of where these 
pots came from, this may not have been true for 
those communities inland. Thus, these pots, when 
moving inward, might have fallen into the catego-
ry of simply non-local or other, and as Manning 
and Hulin have noted, other is also a local category 
(Manning/Hulin 2005, 287). Or as they go on to say: 
‘This is more complicated than it seems to modern 
archaeologists, who ‘recognise’ imports very read-
ily as a category. It is important to realise that this 
was not necessarily straightforward in the relevant 
prehistoric contexts, and certainly for the majority 
of potential consumers in such societies’ (Manning/
Hulin 2005, 292). Moreover, when non-local items 
do appear in the archaeological record, such as My-
cenaean or Cypriot ceramics, there is the question 
why are they there. As Huckle has asked; ‘… this 
leads us to consider whether imported wares are 
present because they are Cypriot or Mycenaean or 
are we witnessing the incorporation of vessels into 
localized practice but of which some happen to 
have a foreign origin?’ (Huckle 2005, 63). Sherratt 
has argued for the sub-elite consumption of these 
goods as a critical part of the Southern Levantine 
system; however, as Stockhammer has demon-
strated in his analysis of Mycenaean pottery, this 
conclusion of elite consumption is not seen in the 
pottery and its depositional contexts. He states: 
‘It is also obvious that neither the consumption 
of closed transport vessels nor feasting dishes of 
Aegean origin can be associated with a Southern 
Levantine ‘elite behavior’ ’ (Stockhammer 2013, 
100). Thus, when attempting to attribute added val-
ue to pottery, there is not enough evidence to say 
how much value was added to them, nor is there 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????
elite consumption pattern.
Routledge and McGeough have taken to task 
the idea of separating private from royal trade. 
From the previous discussion in this chapter, it 
should be remembered that the textual evidence 
for trade in the Levant is based almost solely on 
texts from Ugarit, and this is the starting point 
Routledge and McGeough take to examine wheth-
er there is evidence for this separation between 
private and palace trade in the Ugaritic texts. 
What they describe in detail is that there is no easy 
or absolute basis to divide royal trade from that 
of the added value or sub-elite trade. Texts from 
Ugarit describe and list shipments which might 
seem to fall into the category of private trade, how-
ever, these items were well known by the palace, 
as was the fact that this trade was taking place. In 
Sherratt’s view, the cargo on the Uluburun ship 
would be palatial, and that on the Cape Gelidoni-
ya ship would be viewed as private and general-
ly unknown to the palace. However, one partial 
text which lists the cargo of a ship from Alasiya 
is very similar to the cargo found on the Cape Ge-
lidoniya ship, which would mean that the palace 
was at least aware of these types of shipments and 
catalogued them. Moreover, in the texts in which 
Ugarit deals with Alasiya, the king of Ugarit calls 
???????????????????????????????????????? ??????????-
agine a subversive relationship between these two 
parties or that Cyprus was hiding trade from Ugar-
it (Routledge/McGeough 2009, 24–26). It is also the 
case that, in regard to the merchants of Ugarit who 
appear to have been private merchants, that their 
dealings and the cargoes they brought were well 
known to the palace, as is the case with Sinaranu. 
Thus, in their view, the merchants of Ugarit could 
have been imbedded to different degrees with 
the palace, acting as both private merchants and 
for the king, but that their dealings were not un-
known or necessarily restricted by the king. Addi-
tionally, Routledge and McGeough do not see the 
palace as a controlling or managing institution, 
but rather as the ‘biggest house on the block’ (Rou-
tledge/McGeough 2009, 29). The palace interact-
ed as the supreme house with the smaller houses 
who traded both privately and for the royal house. 
Thus, the idea of the ‘Nomads of the Sea’ is not 
necessarily out of place, as these merchants could 
have acted for themselves and for the palace, but 
there is little evidence from the texts from Ugarit 
to suggest that the palace was unaware of private 
trade, or that this trade was in any way seen as a 
threat to the palace (Routledge/McGeough 2009).
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????????? ????? ???????????????????? ?????????-
tisation models, we must turn again to what we 
know and how we know it. The idea of the ‘No-
mads of the Sea’ is most likely not misplaced, as 
in the Ugaritic texts which speak of merchants, 
we see both royal and private ventures taken up 
by Ugaritic merchants. It is also true that, in the 
Amarna Letters, the Cypriot merchants which 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????-
scribed as both messengers as well as merchants; 
however, our knowledge of the LBA merchant 
does not extend much beyond this. For a region 
like the Southern Levant, we can assume it act-
ed like Syria, but in truth we do not know, as the 
contrast between Egypt and Ugarit has made clear 
that assuming one regions merchants are like 
another is not certain. Were there groups who 
acted like the ‘Nomads of the Sea’ and who took 
up tramping while traveling? Most likely, but the 
extent of this is unknown, and if we are to use 
the same information from Ugarit, the actions of 
these merchants would have been well known by 
the palace. However, as Routledge and McGeough 
point out, the problem is not with envisioning the 
‘Nomads of the Sea’ as suggested by Artzy, but 
rather that through this group of people, an inde-
pendent network of private entrepreneurial trade 
grew which was mainly independent of the pal-
ace, while also undermining their control over in-
terregional exchange (Routledge/McGeough 2009). 
There is not enough textual information to sup-
port this suggestion.
The same can be said when turning to the ar-
chaeological evidence used to support the priva-
tisation model, and that the Cypriot economy was 
dependent on trade in added value items to sub-
elites in the Levant. One of the main problems 
with the argument from archaeology are numbers, 
that is, the frequency of ‘imported’ pottery and the 
conclusions based on these. Mycenaean pottery 
plays a large role in the privatisation model, as it 
is argued it was brought by Cypriot middle men 
who sold it to sub-elites, it being valued for be-
ing foreign. However, there are several problems 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????-
cussed, and that is that these items were brought 
by Cypriot middle men, of which there is little evi-
dence. It is possible that some Mycenaean pottery 
was brought by Cypriots, or Syrians, or from some 
other place that was not the Aegean; however, it 
is also true that at least some of the pottery was 
indeed brought by Aegeans themselves.146 What 
has also already been argued is that numbers can 
be deceiving. Part of the privatisation model sees 
Mycenaean pottery being brought by Cypriot mid-
dle men in a great enough quantity that it was val-
ued and consumed by the sub-elites in the Levant. 
However, a survey of the known existing pottery 
demonstrates how little of this pottery there actu-
ally is, particularly in comparison to local forms. 
Thus, as I have already argued, there is no strong 
argument to say that ships bearing large amounts 
of Mycenaean pottery were constantly coming to 
the Levant. Rather, the frequency that this pottery 
arrived into the Levant would have been seldom, 
or very little would arrive at any given time. This 
would explain why, as Stockhammer has noted, 
there is no elite behaviour of consumption of this 
pottery, and I would argue this Mycenaean pottery 
reached the Southern Levant in relatively small 
quantities over longer periods of time, which 
would mean that the different communities who 
obtained some of these wares would have appro-
priated them differently. Each separate communi-
ty would have had a different Level of knowledge, 
and each would have appropriated this pottery 
differently, and this would not be the same over 
time, which would explain why there is no general 
pattern of consumption.
Another problem with pottery is actually the 
occurrence of Cypriot pottery. Sherratt argued 
that both the Hittites and the Egyptians gener-
ally avoided the decentralised trade of the Cyp-
riot merchants. In the case of Egypt, she claims 
this is particularly true in the post-Amarna pe-
riod, where few Cypriot pots have been found, 
while Cypriot pottery was still found in the Le-
vant during the same period until the end of the 
146 See for a full argument of this point: Zukerman 2010, 
887–901. He states: ‘This short study has no intention of 
questioning the scholarly consensus that Levantine and 
Cypriote mariners were major participants in LBA Mediter-
ranean trade. However, the accumulation of various types 
of indirect indications surveyed in this study does not allow 
for the existing notion of a ‘Cypro-Levantine thalassocra-
??????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
tendency to completely exclude Aegeans from this activity 
?????????????????????????????????????????????
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LBA (S. Sherratt 1998, 301). However, this is not 
necessarily the case. While it is true that Cypri-
ot pottery was far less common in post-Amarna 
Egypt, this was also true of the Southern Levant. 
Cypriot pottery was not so common in the South-
ern Levant before LB II, and it reaches its peak 
in the Southern Levant during LB IIA; however, 
as both Gittlen and Bergoffen’s studies both note, 
during LB IIB both the amount and the number 
of contexts with Cypriot pottery is greatly re-
duced (Gittlen 1981, 51, 55; Bergoffen 1991, 59–
76).147 Cypriot pottery continued to be brought 
to the Northern Levant during this period (Pa-
padimitriou 2013, 118–121), however, if we are 
to assume that the Cypriot economy depended 
on trade in added value goods with the Levant as 
a whole, this would mean that, according to the 
pottery evidence, they were dealt a major blow 
at the end of LB IIA. However, this is not seen 
in either the archaeological or textual evidence, 
meaning that to claim the Cypriot economy de-
pended on trade in value-added goods does not 
appear to be supported by the archaeological ev-
idence we have at hand. This is not to say that 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
pottery; however, there is no strong evidence to 
suggest that they depended on its trade, as in the 
Southern Levant, the only period of which we 
have archaeologically visible evidence of ‘great 
amounts’ of exchange is during LB IIA, and not 
before or after this. An important note, though, 
is that Sherratt is most likely correct in one of 
her hypotheses: that trade did not stop at the 
end of the LBA. However, the picture is different 
than what she imagined, as it has already been 
demonstrated that archaeologically visible ex-
change with Cyprus and the Southern Levant de-
creased after the end of LB IIA and not at the end 
of LB IIB. This will be examined more closely in 
the following chapters, which focus on non-local 
materials in the Southern Levant during the LBA 
and Iron Age I.
147 As Gittlen states: ‘The end of Cypro-Palestinian trade 
late in LB IIA is, contrary to all previous studies, strongly in-
dicated by the mass of evidence’ (Gittlen 1981, 55).
4.7. Summary
One of the main themes of this discussion is al-
ways what do we know and how do we know 
it. This survey of trade and exchange in the LBA 
was also to look at what we know about this and 
how we know it. When it comes to texts, there are 
????????????????????????????????? ??????????????
of the texts between the Great Kings of the LBA 
speak of gifts and the giving and receiving of gifts 
both great but mainly small. However, what this 
actually represents is unknown, as taking an an-
thropological view of these letters demonstrates 
that gifts are discussed in the same way as items 
????????????????????????? ??? ?????? ??? ??????????? ???
be able to discern a gift from commerce or trade. 
Likewise, our knowledge of the LBA merchant is 
limited mainly to Egypt and 13th cent. Ugarit. From 
these two regions, it is clear that merchants were 
viewed very differently between cultures, and 
when asking about a region about which we know 
very little or nothing of their merchants, such as 
the Southern Levant, Cyprus, and the Aegean, it is 
a clear indicator, when building a picture of LBA 
exchange, that when thinking of the merchants, 
we may not know what their role was or how they 
always operated. Shipwrecks have yielded at least 
some information on how these people travelled 
and what goods they might have carried on their 
ships. However, each wreck offered a different 
picture, with the Uluburun ship most likely being 
the exception to the rule in the vast and lavish car-
go it carried over such other shipwrecks like the 
Cape Gelidonya or Point Iria wrecks, which may 
be more representative of the average ship.
From this, and the archaeological material 
culture, many theories about vast interconnect-
ed networks have been proposed for the Aegean 
and the Eastern Mediterranean. However, for this, 
much more has been said than has been found 
in the archaeological record. This is very clear 
in the example of the Aegean, particularly of the 
connection between Mycenaean Greece with the 
rest of the Eastern Mediterranean, and the other 
regions of the Eastern Mediterranean. However, 
after a critical examination of the textual sources 
and the archaeological material culture, it would 
appear that these regions were not connected with 
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the Aegean, but were rather in intermittent con-
tact. Finally, there is the theory that, through the 
privatisation of trade, the old palace system which 
tightly controlled trade collapsed with this change 
to the private merchant. However, with this, too, 
the archaeological theory, does not support the ev-
idence which we have at hand, or is contradicto-
ry to what we have. With all this said, the theories 
regarding trade and exchange have been broken 
down to their building blocks, and it is from these 
building blocks that we can construct a new the-
ory focusing on hard data rather than informed 
imagination. However, before doing this by exam-
ining non-local materials in the Southern Levant, 
there is one more theory which must be discussed. 
That is, that of destruction or that the destruction 
of trading centres throughout the Eastern Med-
iterranean crushed the trade routes and caused 
the collapse and ensuing changes in the turn to 
the Iron Age, whether they were destroyed by the 
‘Sea Peoples’, pirates, other nomads, and hoards of 
??????????????????????????????????????????
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5. Destruction in the Southern Levant at the End of the Late Bronze Age
5.1.  Introduction
Destruction has been an important aspect in al-
most every theory on the end of the LBA. These 
events have been used to explain the cessation of 
trade, the loss of the city state system, the exit of 
the Egyptians from the Southern Levant, the ap-
pearance of the Philistines, and the movement of 
famine or poverty-stricken peoples. However, as 
has been pointed out elsewhere (Zuckerman 2007; 
Millek 2017), these most important events have 
been little studied, and not in a systematic fashion. 
Yet, destruction events have been associated with 
the breakdown of interregional exchange at the 
end of the LBA. This has been explained as stem-
ming from the movements of the ‘Sea Peoples’ 
(Monroe 2009, 294–296; Langgut/Finkelstein/Litt 
2013, 166 f.) or earthquakes (Nur/Cline 2001, 36), 
but the end result is always the termination of in-
terregional exchange. The purpose of this chapter 
is to examine the destruction events between 1225 
and 1150 BC with some notable exceptions such 
as Hazor and Megiddo which fall out of this gen-
eral range, asking the question, is destruction the 
cause for the cessation of interregional exchange 
at the end of the LBA in the Southern Levant, or 
not? There may be some destruction events which 
have not been included, such as? ???????? ????? 
(Pella), as the date for this destruction event may 
be late in the 12th cent. BC or even into the 11th 
cent. BC (Bourke 2012, 184).148 These destruction 
events will be listed alphabetically, not regionally 
or chronologically. The term ‘crisis architecture’ 
and signs of crisis follows the criteria set out by 
Zuckerman and Driessen. As Zuckerman describes 
it as a: ‘… decrease of energy input in construction 
and maintenance (disrepair, repair with inferior 
materials), a change in original plan (restriction of 
access and circulation, changes in the permeabil-
ity of the buildings) and a change in the original 
148 Another such site is Qubur el-Walaydah. It is stated 
both in the same paragraph that no evidence of destruction 
has been found at the end of the LBA but that it still remains 
a possibility that it was destroyed (Asscher et al. 2015b).
function of the structures (blocking of functional 
spaces or their partial abandonment).’ (Zucker-
man 2007, 4; cited from Driessen 1995, 65–76). One 
final note is that, throughout this examination, 
????????????????????????????????????????????????
‘Human Activity’. This follows the forensic inves-
tigation techniques used by modern arson inves-
tigators. Until all possible natural or accidental 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
‘Human Activity’ (Redsicker/O‘Connor 1996, 121). 
Therefore, unless there is clear evidence for a hu-
man actor in a destruction event, the destruction 
?????????????????????????????????????????????149
5.2. Acco
Acco150 has in the past been attributed a destruc-
tion layer at the end of the LBA (M. Dothan 1986, 
106; Drews 1993, 9, 16; Stern 2013, 5). However, 
like several other destruction layers from this pe-
riod, it does not exist, at least not at the end of the 
LBA. As Bell states: ‘M. Artzy has informed me that 
an ongoing review of the stratigraphy of Akko sug-
gests that there was no destruction at the end of 
the LBA’ (C. Bell 2006, 137).151 Therefore, Acco is 
??????????????? ???????????????
5.3. Amman Airport Structure
The Amman Airport Structure is a single small 
square building of contested function. Its possible 
functions have ranged from different types of tem-
ples, a cultic structure, a watch tower, and a forti-
???????????????????????????????????????????????
149 In the time that this volume was being edited, I  added 
some additional sites that were “destroyed” based on re-
cently published information which I could not include 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
reevalution can be found in, Millek forthcoming a. For fur-
ther study of destruction at the end of the LBA in the Levant 
see as well: Millek 2018; forthcoming b; forthcoming c.
150 For an overview of the site see: Artzy 2006a.
151 See also Yasur-Landau 2010, 170.
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90, see references therein). The following discus-
sion will follow the recent stratigraphy set out by 
Mumford (2015); however, it should be  noted that 
some information about the site has been lost or 
is vague, given the time and nature of the excava-
tion. Phase 4a (Level 2) is dated to the beginning 
of the 13th cent. BC and is the Phase following the 
??????????????????????????????th cent. BC.152 The in-
terior of the building was covered with a layer of 
ash 2–5cm, thick which Mumford has suggested 
is a layer from a possible destruction occurring 
sometime between 1274–1269 BC. This ash layer 
contained bits of human bones, charring on the 
tops of the column base, and additionally arrow-
heads, lance heads, swords, and daggers were 
found in the ash layer which showed signs of use, 
either having dinted edges or bent tips. The arrow-
heads were concentrated in the central Room of 
the structure, which Mumford proposes may be 
signs of a battle and suggests that this possible de-
struction may have been caused by the Egyptians 
(Mumford 2015, 95 f., 109).
??? ?????????????????? ????????????????????????
(Level 1) dating to the end of the LBA and perhaps 
ending in the Early Iron Age, there was likely a 
period of crisis at the site. While the function of 
the building is still unclear, several architectural 
alterations were made, likely changing the pur-
pose of the structure. In Room VII during Phase 4b 
(Level 1a), a small hearth was constructed on the 
?????????????????????????????????????????????-
ered over in Phase 4b (Level 1b) by a poorly built 
wall, which split the Room into chambers VII and 
VIII. Moreover, during Phase 4b (Level 1b), several 
entrances were blocked in the structure, the cen-
??????????????????????????????????????????????
new entrance was cut between the central Room V 
and Room II. Mumford has suggested that these 
changes may be due to a greater desire for pri-
vacy or for increased security by creating small-
er rooms. He does however also suggest that it 
may demonstrate a change in the function of the 
building and may represent a squatter settlement 
(Mumford 2015, 96). The possible destruction of 
152 To be discussed in the following chapters as they con-
tained a large amount of Mycenaean pottery and Egyptian 
???????????????????????????????????????????
this structure was found in Room VII, as a layer of 
ash covered over burnt pavement and contained 
burnt pottery, which seemingly took place before 
the remodelling of the structure (Mumford 2015, 
109). Mumford has proposed that the possible 
destruction in Phase 4b (Level 1) was potentially 
the result of Merneptah’s or Ramesses III’s actions 
in the region, or as he states it is: ‘… more likely, 
the turmoil surrounding the widespread Sea Peo-
ple raids and overland migrations and invasions 
by refugees and others in year 8 of Ramesses III.’ 
(Mumford 2015, 110). After Phase 4b (Level 1) the 
building was then abandoned (Hennessy 1966, 
159; Mumford 2015, 98).
The question concerning an end of the LBA 
destruction at the Amman Airport Structure is not 
clear given the sparse remains. However, I will 
propose an alternative interpretation of the re-
mains concerning the destruction of the building. 
From the evidence available there is not enough to 
suggest there was indeed a destruction at the end 
of the LBA or in the Early Iron Age. The small ash 
layer in Room VII from the beginning of Phase 4b 
(Level 1) is not enough evidence to suggest that the 
building as a whole was burned or destroyed, as 
???????????????????????? ??????????????????????????
Room though the ash likely originated from the 
hearth found in the same room. From the current 
evidence, the last noticeable destruction event to 
take place at the site was at the end of Phase 4a 
(Level 2), which may have been caused by warfare 
though the interpretation of the weapons found 
in the phase, and whether these are evidence for 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????-
eral interpretation of the building’s function (Hen-
nessy 1985, 100–104; Mumford 2015, 109). Phase 4a 
(Level 2) likely is the last Phase of use before the 
?????????????????????????????? ?????????????????????
how ever, even in Phase 4a (Level 2) there was 
already a decrease in the amount of prestige ob-
jects found associated with this Phase compared to 
the previous Phase 5 (Level 4–3) (Mumford 2015, 
91–95, 98–101). It is likely that Phase 4a (Level 2) 
was the beginning of the downturn at the site, 
and the possible destruction, no matter the cause, 
at the end of Phase 4a (Level 2) likely marks the 
end to the original use of the structure. Phase 4b 
(Level 1) was a period of crisis at the Amman Air-
port Structure seen in the construction of a small 
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?????????????????????????? ??? ???????????????????-
ing of entrances, all clear signs of crisis and, as 
Mumford suggested, probably signs of a squat-
ter settlement. This is not much different than at 
????????? ???? Building C from the end of the LBA, 
which too had a change in function, and likely a 
squatter settlement before it was destroyed, which 
is also likely true of ???????????????(see later in this 
chapter ). Therefore, whether the building acted 
as a temple, trading post, or military installation 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????
the Amman Airport Structure it no longer acted in 
this capacity before it was abandoned toward the 
end of the LBA or in the Early Iron Age. Given this, 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
Destruction’.
5.4. Aphek
I have discussed the evidence for destruction of 
Aphek Stratum X-12 elsewhere (Millek 2017, 120–
???????????????????????????????????????????????????-
fare with an abandonment of the ‘Egyptian Resi-
dence’ after its destruction. An Iron I occupation of 
the site in Stratum X-11 continued the ‘Canaanite’ 
ceramic tradition but avoided building over the 
ruins of the destroyed ‘Egyptian Residence’. Aphek 
????????????????? ??????????????? ????????
5.5. Ashdod
The possible destruction of Ashdod Stratum XIV 
has been discussed at length elsewhere (Yasur- 
Landau 2010a, 220 f.; Ben-Shlomo 2011, 202; 
? ?????????????????? ?????????????????????????????-
dod’s destruction remains as a ‘Partial Destruction 
of Unknown Cause’, given the amount of evidence 
for destruction, it is a possibility that there was in 
fact no destruction at the site. As Yasur- Landau 
states: ‘In Ashdod, there is no real evidence for 
destruction.’ (Yasur-Landau 2010a, 340) and as 
Ben-Shlomo also states: ‘Sites like Ashdod display 
no evidence for destruction in the Early Iron Age 
levels.’ (Ben-Shlomo 2011, 202) Thus, at the mo-
????????????????????????????????????????????????????
of ‘Unknown Cause’ and ‘Partial’ in scale, but fu-
ture excavations may alter this picture, either 
????????????????????????????????????????????????-
dence the site was not destroyed at all.153
5.6. Ashkelon
A destruction event was initially reported for end 
of the 13th cent. BC at Ashkelon by Phythian-Adams 
(Schloen 2008, 156), however, the recent excava-
tion at the site revealed no signs of destruction 
in either Grid 38 or Grid 50 (Millek 2017, 122 f.). 
 Given this, unless other evidence is uncovered to 
suggest the site was destroyed, Ashkelon is classi-
???????? ???????????????
5.7.  Bet-El
There are two LB phases for the city of Bet-El 
(Bethel) beginning in the 14th cent. BC. The site 
appears to have been unoccupied during the LB I 
and was not reoccupied until sometime in the 14th 
cent. BC (Kelso 1968, 28; 1993, 194). Phase 1 being 
LB IIA seems to have been of better quality than 
the following Phase 2 in LB IIB. During Phase 1, 
Area I was occupied by a single large structure 
with a central courtyard surrounded by groups 
of rooms in rows of either one or two. There was 
???????????????????????????????????????????????
and the masonry was considered by the excavator 
to be of better quality than Phase 2 (Kelso 1968, 
28; 1993, 194). Phase 1 was said to have been de-
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
there is not enough detailed information to know 
the cause or extent of this destruction (Kelso 1968, 
28, 31). The city was rebuilt in Phase 2 along the 
same general plan as Phase 1, and the pottery 
tradition continued, although it is stated that the 
quality of the pottery deteriorated throughout the 
LBA (Kelso 1968, 28, 58). In Area II Phase 2, three 
olive oil vats were found in association with large 
stone mortars used for crushing olives, and some 
walls dated to the last LBA phase. This area seems 
to have been an olive oil production site during 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
153 The same has already happened at both Ashkelon and 
?????????????(Gath).
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The exact scale and nature of the destruction 
of Phase 2 is unclear from the published  material. 
Kelso states that: ‘The last LB town was utterly 
destroyed by a great conflagration and the suc-
ceeding Israelite town was strikingly different.’ 
(Kelso 1968, 31). Nevertheless, little more is said of 
the destruction than this. A wall found in Area II 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
much so that the rocks cracked from the heat, and 
???????????????????????????????????????????????
A pavement was found to have heavy burning on 
top of it, and a stone foundation was also uncov-
ered with ash atop it. Additionally, Kelso states 
that the expedition found two breaches in the 
city’s defences, as on the south side of the city an 
Iron I house had been built partially on the stub 
of the city wall and partially on 1.75m of ash and 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
western portion of the site as some Iron I  houses 
were built on top of 1–1.5m of ashes charcoal, 
brick, and earth (Kelso 1968, 30, 49). Additional-
ly, what is of great importance is that the excava-
tors noted that, at Bet-El, all the expeditions found 
much smaller amounts of pottery from LB II than 
normal. A number of rooms yielded no pottery or 
any other objects, and according to the excavator, 
the city seems to have been plundered much more 
thoroughly than was usual before it was  given to 
the torch (Kelso 1968, 48). Moreover, in the follow-
ing Iron I settlement, there is a break in the ma-
terial cultural tradition, and the following settlers 
built over the LBA material such as the olive oil 
installations and also on one of the walls, but at 
slightly different angles. They also reused many of 
the stones from the LBA walls in Area II to build 
houses in the Iron I settlement. While the exca-
vators claim that the site was destroyed by Israel 
(Kelso 1968, 49), the actual cause and nature of the 
destruction is vague.
From the descriptions given by the excavators, 
Phase 2 of the LBA city at Bet-El may have evidence 
of crisis, given that less energy was put into the re-
building of structures after the LB IIA destruction, 
and the deterioration in the quality of the pottery. 
What is more important, though, is that there is 
evidence of the site being abandoned before it 
was destroyed, as the excavators noted that some 
??????????????????????????????????????????????
not seem reasonable, given evidence from other 
destructions by warfare,154 that invaders would 
take everything out of the rooms, including pot-
tery which would be seemingly worthless. Thus, 
the evidence may point to an organised abandon-
ment of the site prior to destruction, which is fur-
ther supported in that there was a change in the 
architectural tradition in the following Iron I oc-
cupation. Given the vague descriptions of the de-
struction itself, the cause remains ‘Unknown’; yet, 
no weapons were mentioned as being found in the 
debris and some cracking was found in a wall of 
Area II, which is possible evidence for an earth-
quake as well, though it is also likely to have been 
from structural failure (Kelso 1968, 29).
5.8. Beth-Shean
The destruction of Beth-Shean falls in the mid-
dle of the 12th cent. BC; however, this destruction 
event is somewhat problematic. Excavations con-
ducted by Yadin and Geva, as well as the renewed 
excavations conducted by A. Mazar, found evi-
dence of destruction at the end of Level VI (Yadin/
Geva 1986, 42–51, 89; Mazar 1993, 217 f.; 2008b, 
1619–1622). Nevertheless, as noted by both Yadin 
and Mazar, the original UME (University of Penn-
sylvania Museum of Archaeology and Anthropol-
ogy) excavations made no mention in their notes 
of any kind of evidence for destruction (Yadin/
Geva 1986, 89; Mazar 2009a, 17, 30 note 8). Thus, 
there are two possible options, either of which will 
affect an interpretation of this destruction layer. 
Either the UME team did not come across any de-
struction, which would mean that parts of the site 
including the ‘Egyptian governor’s residence’ were 
not destroyed,155 or they made no notes of this de-
struction, and this piece of evidence is then miss-
ing. Therefore, the interpretation of the destruc-
tion found in Area S Stratum S-3a and in Yadin’s 
Stratum 4 must be seen within this context.
154 See Millek (2017, 116 footnote 9) on the 604 BC destruc-
tion of Ashkelon and the destruction of Aphek X-12 (Millek 
2017, 120–122).
155 See James/McGovern 1993 the original description of 
the Egyptian garrison town. See also Mazar 2006a, 2006b, 
2006c for a discussion of the renewed excavation’s work on 
Building 1500.
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Area S provides the most information for the 
end of the Egyptian phase at Beth-Shean (????????). 
The transition from Stratum S-5 to S-4 appears 
to have been gradual and peaceful; however, ex-
actly what happened to this part of the city at the 
??????????????????????? ??????????????????????????-
tum S-4 were found to be empty of in situ??????
and the excavators cite no evidence of a destruc-
tion other than in Building SV, where one floor 
was found covered in a meter of brick debris 
and grey ash and charcoal. The excavators attrib-
ute this one room of mudbrick collapse to a brief 
abandonment of the building, which resulted in 
this wall collapsing onto the floor, separating it 
from the following Stratum S-3 (Panitz-Cohen/
Mazar 2009, 102, 119, 124; Mazar 2009a, 17). They 
also state that: ‘Two human skeletons found in this 
Stratum [S-4] (Loci 18714, Square B/7 and 10743, 
Square Y/7) allude to the possibility that an event 
such as an earthquake brought an end to the city.’ 
Fig 5.1. Plan of Beth-Shean Level VI (Courtesy of Amihai Mazar).
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(Panitz-Cohen/Mazar 2009, 103). Neither skeleton 
is mentioned as being found under rubble, as one 
found in Building SP was discovered under a Stra-
tum S-3 wall (Panitz-Cohen/Mazar 2009, 126 f.). 
The excavators state: ‘[Stratum S-3] was revealed 
almost directly above Stratum S-4 with no appar-
ent destruction or abandonment separating them, 
indicating only a limited time lapse between the 
two strata’ (Panitz-Cohen/Mazar 2009, 129). None-
theless, given that there is little evidence for an 
????????????????????????? ?????????????????? ????
occurred at the end of Stratum S-4 leading to the 
events in S-3.
?????????????????? ??????????????????????-
tian or Egyptianised material culture at Beth-
Shean is Stratum S-3a. Sub phases S-3b and S-3a 
were only noted in some locations. There was a 
general continuation in the orientation of walls 
and streets from Stratum S-4, though some indi-
vidual  houses underwent substantial changes in 
Stratum S-3. However, the function of the area 
remained the same, being a residential area at-
tested to by the large number of tabuns and stor-
age bins (Panitz- Cohen/Mazar 2009, 129 f., 162). 
The destruction of Area S Stratum S-3a is best 
summed up by the excavators who highlight sev-
eral important points:
‘The last phase (S-3a) was destroyed by a heavy 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????-
bris with black ash and charcoal, as well as many 
pottery vessels and other objects on the beaten- 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
enough to burn the outer face of the brick to a red-
dish pink colour. In some of the rooms, how ever, 
no evidence for fire was found, although they 
??????????? ??????????????????????????????????????????
is probably due to the differences in the fate of 
each building, as well as to the construction tech-
niques and\or the function of the various spaces; 
?????????????????????? ????????????????????-
ble materials such as olive oil stored in jars were 
heavily burnt.’ (Panitz-Cohen/Mazar 2009, 131).
They go on to state: ‘The evidence of destruc-
???????????????????????????????????????????????????-
though surprisingly, is not recorded in the UME 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
violent event that brought about the prolonged 
period of Egyptian occupation at Beth-Shean to an 
end’ (Panitz-Cohen/Mazar 2009, 162).
Other evidence of the destruction of the site 
had also been uncovered by Yadin and Geva. At 
the end of their Stratum 4, which was excavated 
near to the UME team excavation of Level VI, they 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
ash uncovered, as well as broken bricks (Yadin/
Geva 1986, 42, 89). In Building 2543, they found 
???????????????????????????????????????????????
inside and around bins or storage jars, and seen 
on the walls of the building. Moreover, in Build-
????????????????????????????????? ??????????????????-
one was grinding grain, as some carbonised grain 
was found near the grinding stones in the build-
ing, some between the stones and some even stuck 
to the upper stone (Yadin/Geva 1986, 48–51). The 
excavators state that: ‘The grinding stone was un-
doubtedly in daily use when the building was set 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
suggests a suddenness to the destruction in this 
area, and if it is to be correlated with the destruc-
tion found in Area S, it is a possible clue to the na-
ture of the destruction.156
Several theories have been put forward to at-
tempt to explain what happened to Beth-Shean in 
the mid-12th cent. BC which brought about the end 
of the Egyptian occupation. Yadin and Geva stated 
that: ‘The Egyptian stronghold at Beth Shean was 
the target of a violent attack, and a very successful 
one, resulting in thorough destruction and burn-
ing. This destruction marked the end of the Egyp-
tian presence at Beth Shean …’ (Yadin/Geva 1986, 
89). Mazar has claimed that the destruction could 
have been at the hands of other local Canaanites 
such as residents of ????????????? (Tel Rehov) or 
????????????? (Pella), or that the destruction was 
the result of an attack by an unknown group or by 
semi-nomadic people (Mazar 2008b, 1620–1621; 
2009a, 17). However, Panitz-Cohen and Mazar 
make an interesting observation, as they state that 
Stratum S-3a may have been hit by an earthquake, 
156 There is also some possible evidence of destruction 
from Area N North as Building NC Stratum N-3a showed 
????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
basalt boulder (Killebrew/Mazar 2009, 58 f.). However, the 
majority of this area had been previously excavated by the 
UME team and little else is known if there was a destruction 
or not (Killebrew/Mazar 2009, 56). See also Mazar 2009b.
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given that there were several tilted and split walls 
and because of the large accumulation of col-
lapsed brick debris (Panitz-Cohen/Mazar 2009, 
162).157 Nevertheless, they make no association be-
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
also in Area S, as they state: ‘The evidence of de-
??????????????????????????????????????????????????????
although surprisingly, is not recorded in the UME 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
violent event that brought about the prolonged 
period of Egyptian occupation at Beth-Shean to an 
end’ (Panitz-Cohen/Mazar 2009, 162). Given the ev-
idence found in both Stratum S-3a and Stratum 4, I 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
the cause of the destruction was by earthquake.
Firstly, examining the evidence from the de-
struction itself, there are several pieces which 
would indicate it was an earthquake. First is that 
while some rooms were burned, others were found 
??????????????????????? ?????????????????????????
???????????????????????????????????????????????-
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
in Building 2522, it would suggest the destruction 
event was sudden. Third, there was no evidence of 
weapons of war, in addition to the fact that all of 
the buildings for which we have recorded evidence 
of destruction are domestic, and therefore may not 
have been the target of a military assault.158 Fourth 
???????????????????????????????????????? ?????????????
‘Fire may be associated with earthquakes where 
thatched roofs, fabrics, and wooden beams were 
????????? ????????????????????????????????????-
uously even in dwellings of nomadic  peoples of 
our time’ ( Marco 2008, 153). Thus, as Panitz- Cohen 
and Mazar have already stated, the reason why 
????????????????????????????????????????????????
not was due to their contents. Fifth, there was di-
rect evidence for an earthquake, as there were 
several tilted and split walls uncovered along 
?????????????????????? ???????????????????????????
Finally, in the following Stratum S-2, the people 
157 However, they do go on to state: ‘Although such fea-
tures could be the result of seismic activity long after the de-
struction of the city’.
158 As Ben-Tor points out about the 732 BC destruction of 
Hazor only one of six private houses in the vicinity of the 
citadel of Hazor’s Stratum V were destroyed in the destruc-
tion which was most likely at the hands of Tiglath Pileser III 
(Ben-Tor 2013, 34 f.).
of Beth-Shean rebuilt the city reusing some of the 
same walls from S-3, and it seems they were famil-
iar with the town prior to destruction as they used 
the same street and wall lines, and it is suggested 
that there was not a large time gap in between the 
destruction and reoccupation. Moreover, the local 
‘Canaanite’ pottery tradition continued into Stra-
tum S-2 with no major differences from S-3. The 
only major change in the pottery tradition was that 
after the destruction there was the disappearance 
of Egyptian and Egyptianised pottery from the site 
(Panitz-Cohen/Mazar 2009, 169–171; Panitz-Cohen 
2009, 196, 269). As Panitz-Cohen states: ‘We can 
thus summarize that the local pottery industry did 
not undergo any revolutionary change with the de-
parture of the Egyptians, but rather experienced 
adjustments …’ (Panitz-Cohen 2009, 275). There-
fore, other than the change in the Egyptian pottery, 
it would seem the local people reoccupied the city 
without an extensive time gap in between the de-
struction of S-3a and S-2.
Taking all of these pieces of evidence together, 
it would appear that the destruction noted at the 
end of Stratum S-3a and Stratum 4 was caused by 
an earthquake which led to some houses catching 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
The following city was reoccupied by the local ‘Ca-
naanite’ population without any major changes to 
the material culture other than the disappearance 
of the Egyptian/Egyptianised pottery. How ever, 
even with this disappearance, it does not seem as 
if the local people had animosity towards the Egyp-
tians, as the statue of  Ramesses III and the  stelae 
of Seti I and Ramesses II were found in the  Level V 
Northern Temple. It may be that these objects were 
enshrined or venerated by the local Canaanites 
after the Egyptians left Beth-Shean (Mazar 2009a, 
10). Moreover, there is no evidence that these mon-
uments were mutilated.159 This is a very different 
fate from the Egyptian statues which were muti-
????????????????????????????????????????????????????
2006, 3–14). Thus,  given that there is neither evi-
dence for desecration nor for warfare, and given 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
discrete structures, an earthquake would seem to 
be the only choice remaining.
159 Mazar, personal communication 13.10.2015.
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?????????????????????????????????????????????
team not make any mention of destruction in 
the areas they excavated? If the destruction was 
caused by an earthquake then there are two possi-
ble reasons. Either, they simply did not record the 
destruction or evidence of destruction they uncov-
ered. Or, it may be that they did not come across 
much evidence of destruction. As Marco points 
out when discussing the evidence of earthquakes 
at Megiddo: ‘In modern earthquakes, damage is 
highly localized and varies greatly because of the 
heterogeneous nature of the underlying ground. 
The ‘site effect’, a fundamental characteristic of 
earthquakes, may explain why certain parts of 
Megiddo were damaged while others were not.’ 
(Marco et ??? 2006, 572). Thus, with the site effect, 
it is possible that the UME team did not come 
across much evidence of destruction. This idea 
could be strengthened, as even in the renewed 
excavations in Area N South, Building ND from 
Stratum N-3a which is correlated with Level VI 
had no signs of destruction. As Mazar states: ‘The 
building went out of use with no sign of violent de-
struction’ (Mazar 2009a, 15). Therefore, it remains 
a possibility that the UME team did not uncover 
evidence of destruction. However, the areas they 
excavated did undergo changes after Level VI. The 
 single Temple complex was replaced in Level V by 
a Northern and Southern Temple, and important 
structures of Level VI were replaced by domestic 
units (Mullins 2012, 142–151). This could indicate 
that these buildings were destroyed and then built 
over by new structures, or it could also represent 
a change after the exit of the Egyptians, as the 
sacred area’s buildings changed but the area re-
mained sacred. The answer to this, however, will 
remain unknown, though future excavations may 
alter this picture.
5.9. Beth-Shemesh
The evidence for destruction of Beth-Shemesh is 
sparse (for a full review of the work by Grant, see 
Millek 2017, 124 f.). However, while Grant uncov-
ered some evidence of destruction, the renewed 
excavations at the site have not unearthed any ma-
jor evidence of destruction of their Level 8 which 
corresponds to the end of Grant’s Stratum VIB.160 
The renewed excavations have also found a strong 
continuation of the local ‘Canaanite’ ceramic tradi-
?????????????????????? ?????????????????????????????
part of Grant’s Stratum III. Moreover, they found 
no locally made LH IIIC or Philistine wares in this 
level (Bunimovitz/Lederman 2009, 116, 121). There 
is unfortunately too little information from Grant’s 
excavations to know the scale or cause of the pos-
sible destruction at the end of Stratum VIB. There-
???????????????????????????????????????????????????-
tailed publications from the renewed excavations 
may change it to ‘No Destruction’.
5.10. ???? ????
An end of the LBA destruction event has been 
 attributed to ???? ???? (‘Afula). However, the LBA 
site has yet to be uncovered, other than tombs 
(Millek 2017, 120). Thus, at the moment, there is no 
evidence to say that Stratum IV of ???? ???? suffered 
any destruction at the end of the LBA.161 It is classi-
???????? ???????????????
5.11. ??????
A destruction event of unknown scale and un-
?????????????????????????????????????????????????-
tions at ?????? (Achzib) (Prausnitz 1993, 32). How-
ever, there is no other information available of the 
destruction event, or of the strata before and after 
(Prausnitz 1963, 337; 1965, 257). Thus, the destruc-
???????????????????????????????
5.12. Gezer
Destruction at Gezer toward the end of the LBA 
can also be debated as to whether it should be 
said that the city itself was destroyed, since the 
evidence from Fields I, II and VI each presents a 
160 Bunimovitz, personal communication 22.08.2015.
161 For a discussion of the stratum after IV and its effects 
on the interpretation that the ‘Sea Peoples’ destroyed the 
site, see Millek 2017, 120.
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different picture of the end of the LBA. To gain a 
better insight to this possible destruction, a look 
must be given to General Stratum XVI. How-
ever, little can be said of this stratum in Fields I 
and II other than that there might have been a 
decline from this period to the following Stra-
tum XV ( Dever/Lance/Wright 1970, 20 f.; Dever 
et ??? 1974, 47; Dever 1993, 502 f.). The majority 
of what is known about Stratum XVI comes from 
Field VI on the acropolis. In Stratum 9B-A  (General 
Stratum XVI), a multi-roomed building dubbed 
‘ Palace 14120’ was uncovered. It was believed to 
be an Egyptian residence representing the wealth 
of the Amarna period at the site. However, the 
building at the end of Stratum XVI seems to have 
been abandoned and emptied of the majority of 
its content. No in situ pottery was found and there 
was even very little sherd material. Almost all of 
the rooms in the structure were sterile and the 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
its courtyard (Dever et ??? 1986, 41–43).
Mudbrick debris was found on the floor of 
the structure; however, there were no traces of 
???????????????????????????????? ?????????????????
 fallen beams, and no evidence of smashed pottery 
????????????????????????? ????????????????????????
quite homogenous and seems to have originated 
from the collapse of the mudbrick super structure 
?????????????????????? ????????????????????????????
pushed inward or allowed to fall after the build-
ing was abandoned. The excavators concluded 
that the building was not destroyed in an attack, 
but was either demolished by the people of Stra-
tum 8 or was left to decay and was later covered 
over by the people of Stratum 8. Stratum 8 itself 
was mainly represented by surfaces, as there 
were surprisingly little architectural features after 
the abandonment of Palace 14120. The Stratum 8 
 people levelled off the palace of Stratum 9 and 
simply placed new surfaces, sealing the walls and 
???????????????????? ????????????????????????et ??? 
1986, 43, 46–48). This drastic change in the site is a 
clear indicator of crisis at the site during General 
Stratum XV, as Field VI changed from being a mon-
umental palace to a plastered courtyard with no 
structures.
The evidence for destruction at the end of 
Stratum XV is sparse. In Field I, Stratum 5C-B 
corresponding to General Stratum XV has no real 
signs of destruction, with the only evidence be-
ing a tabun which had been crushed by rock fall 
( Dever/Lance/Wright 1970, 22 f.; Dever et ??? 1974, 
50; 1986, 50; Dever 1993, 504). Dever states: ‘In 
Field I there is little actual evidence for destruc-
tion or a gap in occupation’ (Dever et ??? 1986, 50; 
Dever 1993, 503). Likewise, Field VI Stratum 8 also 
shows no sign of destruction (Dever et ??? 1986, 
46–49). Field II Stratum 13 (General Stratum XV) 
does have some evidence of destruction, which 
mainly comes from a courtyard found in Area A. 
Little can actually be said of Stratum 13 other than 
that some incoherent walls were uncovered along 
with a surface of water-washed pebbles, most like-
ly representing a courtyard. Dever described the 
evidence for destruction as: ‘Str. 13 in this area 
was terminated by a violent destruction involving 
????????????????????? ????????? ???????????????????
found smashed on Surface 1193, orientated with 
their bases forward the north and possibly fallen 
from a roof in that direction’ (Dever et ??? 1974, 
48). The debris averaged a depth of 25cm made of 
soft ash, roof beams, and crumbled mudbrick, and 
other restorable pottery was found overlaying the 
destruction debris (Dever et ??? 1974, 48–50).  Given 
that there is no other evidence for destruction, 
at most, the destruction event of Stratum XV is a 
 Single Building destruction.
Following this event, there were some  changes 
which took place throughout the site during Gen-
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
levels were raised, covering over some of the 
walls from the previous phase; other walls were 
added, others still were reused. There was evi-
dence of destruction at the end of this phase, in-
cluding a large rock-fall in the eastern portion 
of Surface 3012 over Wall 3011A, inside the wall 
above Surface 3009A and over the north corner of 
Wall 2011. Additionally, in the whole area in and 
around this rock fall and indeed in Areas 2 and 3, 
there was orange-buff brick detritus up to 20cm 
deep, and in Area 1 there was 45–55cm of debris 
mostly made of dark brown rubble, with patches 
of ash, some plaster fragments, and bones (Dever/
?????? ??????????????????????????????????????????????
in Stratum 13, there was some reuse of the archi-
tectural elements from Stratum 13 in Stratum 12. 
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However, much of this stratum was disturbed by 
building in Stratum 11, thus it is unclear exactly 
what took place. Yet, there is some evidence of de-
struction at the end of Stratum 12, as the excava-
tors uncovered collapsed stones, rubbly mudbrick 
detritus, plastery debris, charred wood, ashes and 
sherds, i.e., they contained disaggregated destruc-
tion debris. However, not all of this material was 
????????????????????????????????????????????????????-
lowing Stratum 11 (Dever et ??? 1974, 51).
In Field VI Stratum 7 the large plastered area 
of Stratum 8 had been abandoned, and the only 
evidence for human activity in this area was the 
extensive digging of trenches (Dever et ????1986, 
50–59). An important point is that in Fields I, II, 
and VI, there was a continuation of local ‘Canaan-
ite’ ceramic tradition with no evidence of ‘Sea 
 Peoples’ material culture (Dever et ??? 1974, 50, 
52 f.). Even in General Stratum XIII, while some 
Philistine wares were introduced, the majority 
of the ceramics remained in the local tradition 
( Dever/Lance/Wright 1970, 26; Dever et ??? 1974, 
54). As Dever states: ‘It is clear, therefore, that the 
Philistine control of Gezer, while introducing a 
new type of painted decoration, very clearly did 
not disturb the work of the common Canaanite 
potter who continued to obtain his clay from the 
same sources as before, to prepare it as he had 
earlier, and to continue to use many of his stock 
forms’ (Dever/Lance/Wright 1970, 26). The major 
change between Stratum XIV and XIII is a shift 
in architecture and the general abandonment of 
structures from Stratum XIV (Dever et al. 1974, 51; 
Dever/Seger 2014, 14).
With the current evidence from both Stra-
ta XV and XIV, the destruction events appear to 
be either natural or accidental, as there is a lack 
of any kind of weaponry, there is generally  little 
evidence for destruction, and there is a strong 
continuation of the local ‘Canaanite’ ceramic tra-
dition from Stratum XVI through XIII even when 
some Philistine wares were introduced. Concern-
ing Stratum XV, there is little evidence of destruc-
tion, and what was found in Field II could have 
resulted from either a Natural or Accidental cause. 
Therefore, the destruction found in Field II is ten-
tatively classified as ‘Natural/Accidental?’. For 
Stratum XIV, there are only ephemeral remains of 
a local ‘Canaanite’ settlement, and any evidence 
of destruction was generally disturbed by the fol-
lowing construction activities in Stratum XIII. At 
the moment, for the above reasons, it is also tenta-
????????????????????? ????????????????????????? ?????
 Dever has stated concerning Stratum XIV that: 
‘This stratum ends with no apparent destruction, 
but the following Str. XIII shows major changes.’ 
(Dever/Seger 2014, 14). Thus it remains a possibil-
ity that Stratum XIV had no destruction at all and 
was mainly a period of ephemeral occupation and 
partial abandonment. Future excavations at the 
site may change how these events are interpret-
ed, as new evidence has already been uncovered. 
In the recent excavations at Gezer, a LBA building 
was uncovered. The excavators state that, ‘A de-
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
mudbrick detritus was found nearly a meter in 
height in some areas. The pottery associated with 
this destruction consists of LB II pottery’ (Ortiz/
Wolff 2012, 12). Thus, in time, the picture of Gezer 
at the end of the LBA may be changed as these ex-
cavations continue.
5.13. ???????????????
Little information has been published about the 
LB IIB settlement at ??????????????? (Tel Nami). 
Therefore, there is no hard evidence to give about 
the destruction event which took place at the end 
of the 13th cent. or beginning of the 12th cent. BC. 
After MB IIA, ??????????????? remained unoccu-
pied until LB IIA where an occupation level was 
found in both ??????????????? and ??????????????? 
East. However, after a possible destruction, ????????
??????? East was turned into a necropolis for the 
site, and the habitation in ??????????????? was re-
duced (Artzy 1990a, 23; 1990b, 75; 1993, 1096 f.; 
1995, 22). As Artzy states: ‘LB IIA Nami seems to 
have been violently destroyed, and a new settle-
ment was constructed shortly thereafter. The new 
settlers built a rampart, at least to the north and 
west of the tell’ (Artzy 1990b, 75). The rampart was 
built partially out of the destroyed walls, the brick, 
and ash from the LB IIA settlement, with its func-
tion being possibly to protect from invaders or 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
and fallen mudbrick were uncovered. Evidence of 
intense heat suggests that this area was industrial. 
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Several bronze objects were found in Area D1, in-
cluding chisels, arrows, parts of a bronze statue 
??????????????????????????????????????????????-
dicate, according to the excavators, a bronze re-
cycling centre. However, little more can be said of 
this area and stratum, as most of it was destroyed 
by a mortar shell in the 20th cent. AD (Artzy 1990a, 
24; 1990b, 76; 1991, 197; 1992, 24).
Area G was a possible cultic area were a rec-
tangular courtyard was uncovered. It had bench-
es on its western wall and possibly on the eastern 
wall, a small paved area to the north with a large 
pedestal, and a basalt basin along with pieces of 
ceramics, incense burners, chalices and an intact 
seven spouted lamp. Gold and silver fragments 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
with pieces of bronze, some of which were com-
plete, others which were cut off. A few bronze 
arrowheads and possible short spears were also 
found along with other pieces of scrap metal and 
bronze working tools. Fragments of a crucible 
were also found in this area, suggesting it might 
also have acted as a metal industrial area at the 
end of the LBA (Artzy 1990a, 24; 1991, 197; 1992, 
25; 1993, 1096; 1995, 22 f.). However, both areas 
having been heavily damaged through erosion or 
war, little more can be said of the end of the LBA 
?????????????????? ?????????????? East was used as a 
??????????????? ???? ??????????????????????????????
13th? ????????????????????? ???????????????????????
silver, weapons, jewellery, ivory, and complete 
objects made of bronze such as incense burners, 
sceptres, lamps, bowls, strainers, and a wine set 
(Artzy 1993, 1097).
There is little information about the destruc-
tion of the site. In Area D1, the only published evi-
dence of destruction is that the area was sealed by 
a thick layer of mud and fallen mudbricks which 
might have been from a collapsed roof (Artzy 
1990a, 24; 1990b, 76; 1992, 24). Area G was found 
to contain a large amount of crushed pottery, the 
basalt basin was found knocked off its base, crush-
ing pottery underneath it upon falling; howev-
er, other than this, little else has been published 
about the destruction (Artzy 1991, 197; 1995, 23). 
Weapons of war were found in both Areas D1 
and G; however, these could have been a part of 
the bronze industry going on at the site. Likewise, 
while it appears that bronze work was going on in 
the sanctuary, it is unclear if this is a sign of crisis 
or not. Therefore, there are any number of possi-
ble causes, from natural destruction to warfare 
to it simply being abandoned and allowed to fall 
apart over time. The site was subsequently aban-
doned after this destruction event, but this again 
could have been for any number of reasons (Artzy 
2006b, 50). Unless further information is pub-
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????
‘Unknown’.
5.14. Hazor
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
mid-13th cent. BC has been well documented, and 
studied in the past. Several in depth studies have 
already been presented,162 and here I will explore 
the results of these studies. Evidence for decline, 
crisis, and abandonment were found throughout 
the site. In the Lower City, Areas K and P, the two 
city gates were seemingly destroyed in Stratum 1B 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
during Stratum 1A. Area F seems to have had a 
short-lived occupation during Stratum 1A, but the 
area was abandoned without any evidence of de-
struction. In Area C, there is no clear evidence, as 
it is only attested to by a beheaded statue found in 
the temple in Area C (Ben-Tor/Zuckerman 2008, 
3). However, it is possible that this area was also 
abandoned, as Zuckerman noted that, beside the 
beheaded statue, the evidence for destruction of 
Area C was based on destruction found in Area H 
(Zuckerman 2007, 23; 2013, 97). Area S, formal-
ly called Area A-210, also demonstrated signs of 
abandonment with no evidence of destruction 
(Zuckerman 2013, 97; Marom/Zuckerman 2011, 
40–42). As Zuckerman states: ‘In contrast to the 
temples and public buildings in the Upper and 
????????????????????????????????????????????????-
tion were encountered in the rooms of the Area S 
building at the end of the Late Bronze Age. Thus it 
seems that the house was abandoned in a planned 
and orderly fashion’ (Zuckerman 2013, 97). The 
162 See Yadin 1993; Ben-Tor 1998; 2002; 2006; 2013; Ben-
Tor/Rubiato 1999; Ben-Tor/Zuckerman 2008; Zuckerman 
2007; 2009; 2013; Marom/Zuckerman 2011.
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only area in the Lower City which has strong evi-
dence for destruction is the Area H temple. Ben-
Tor and Zuckerman describe it as a: ‘… fierce 
???????????????????????????????????????? ????????
material reaching more than a meter high, as 
well as broken vessels and cultic paraphernalia, 
were found mainly in the inner hall. It is note-
worthy that the statue of a seated figure found 
in this destruction layer was decapitated, and its 
head was found lying nearby…’ (Ben-Tor/Zucker-
man 2008, 3). After these events, the Lower City of 
 Hazor was never reoccupied.
Destruction in the Upper City Stratum XIII 
 Areas A and M was complete. However, this too 
was only after a period of decline with clear evi-
dence of crisis.163 The destruction of the Ceremo-
nial Precinct, including the Ceremonial Palace 
and the Podium Complex in Area M, was an in-
???????????????????????????????????????????????
reached 1300°C, causing mudbricks to vitrify, ba-
salt to crack, and clay vessels to melt. The three 
factors which played into this were the large 
amount of wood, the approximately 1000 gallons 
of olive oil stored in the ‘palace’, and the high 
winds which prevail in the region (Ben-Tor 1998, 
462; 2013, 30 f.; Ben-Tor/Rubiato 1999, 22; Ben-Tor/
Zuckerman 2008, 4). Mutilated statues, Egyptian 
and local ‘Canaanite’ were found throughout the 
destruction debris with heads and hands cut off as 
well as some being smashed to pieces, while oth-
ers were buried, seemingly to protect them (Ben-
????????????????????????????????????????????????????
well presented evidence for the destruction of 
Hazor makes it in some ways simple. In the pre- 
destruction phase, the site suffered both from cri-
sis and from abandonment. The destruction itself 
is characterised by a multi-building destruction 
mainly in the Upper City, with the Area H temple 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
the Lower City. There is clear evidence of Human 
?????????????????????????????????????????????? ???-
lated statues found in both the Upper and Lower 
City. Following this time of crisis, pre-destruction 
abandonment and eventual violent destruction, 
the city was abandoned, with the Lower City never 
163 For a full examination of the evidence of crisis, see: 
Zuckerman 2007.
to be reoccupied and the Upper city abandoned in 
Iron I. The question which remains though is, was 
there warfare at the site, and who were the people 
responsible for the destruction event?
There are currently several theories to explain 
who might have been the destroyer of Hazor. 
These range from the ever cited ‘Sea Peoples’, the 
Egyptians, other Canaanites, an internal rebellion 
against the city, and of course by Israelites.164 Zuck-
erman has presented evidence against all these 
theories other than her own, this being that the 
city was destroyed in an internal rebellion against 
the powers of the city. This is why, in her view, 
the majority of the Lower City was left untouched 
while all symbols of power, such as the temples 
and public buildings, were burned or mutilated. 
She believes that as there is no direct evidence of 
warfare or human victims, and that this would 
be a point against the proposal that the Israelites 
were responsible for the destruction (Zuckerman 
2007, 24–26). Ben-Tor agrees with Zuckerman that 
the destruction could not have been at the hands 
of ‘Sea Peoples’, the Egyptians, or other Canaan-
ites; however, he also presents evidence against 
the internal rebellion theory. He states that very 
few houses were actually excavated in Area S, as 
much of the Lower City remains to be excavated, 
????????????????????????????????????????????????
affected by erosion and ploughing, making it im-
possible to know if they were indeed destroyed 
or not. Ben-Tor goes on to note that, generally, de-
struction events were focused on destroying the 
symbols of power. He mentions that in the 732 BC 
destruction of Hazor Stratum V, only one of six pri-
vate houses was burned in the vicinity of the de-
stroyed citadel; the others were left standing (Ben-
Tor 2013, 33–35). He goes on to ask the question, 
that if these were the local people, then where 
did they go, and why did they leave the city for 
200 years after the destruction? While in the past, 
Ben-Tor was leery to state that it was indeed the 
Israelites who had destroyed Hazor (Ben-Tor 1998, 
465; 2002, 308; Ben-Tor/Rubiato 1999, 39), recently 
he has stated that the Israelites should be accred-
ited with the destruction. He states: ‘Canaan of 
164 For a decision of these various theories, see: Ben-Tor 
2013, 31–36. Zuckerman 2007, 24–26.
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the 13th–12th cent. B.C.E. was ‘ripe for the taking,’ 
and the early Israelites where in the right place 
at the right time. None of the other potential de-
stroyers of Hazor can be held responsible. The 
early Israelites were in the region at the time, and 
they are the only ones who have a record of doing 
the deed. They should therefore be credited with 
having brought down Canaanite Hazor’ (Ben-Tor 
2013, 59).
Strictly archaeologically speaking, the mate-
rial evidence from the destruction of Hazor will 
never reveal who destroyed the city. From the ev-
idence at hand, it is clear that at least part of the 
site was destroyed by human hands; however, the 
question remains in what way. There is as of yet 
no published evidence of warfare taking place at 
the site. The only real evidence of violence at the 
site is the mutilation of the cultic statues. This then 
brings up the point of another type of possible hu-
man destruction, that is, a Post-Battle Destruction. 
In either of the two accounts in Joshua 11 and 
 Judges 4, the actual discussion of the destruction 
of the city of Hazor is minimal at best. After the 
battle of Joshua 11:1–9, the reference to the de-
struction of Hazor is as follows. The author writes 
‘(10) Then Joshua turned back at that time, and 
captured  Hazor and struck its king with the sword; 
for Hazor formerly was the head of all these king-
doms. (11) They struck every person who was in 
it with the edge of the sword, utterly destroying 
them; there was no one left who breathed. And he 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
book of Judges Chapter 4, after the battle against 
Sisera near Tanaach and his death at the hands 
of Jael, the only mention that could be considered 
to be a reference to the destruction of Hazor is 
found in verses 23–24. It states: ‘(23) So God sub-
dued on that day Jabin the king of Canaan before 
the sons of Israel. (24) The hand of the sons of Is-
rael pressed heavier and heavier upon Jabin the 
king of Canaan, until they had destroyed Jabin the 
king of Canaan’ (Judges 4:23–24). Whether or not 
one wishes to associate these accounts with the 
destruction of Hazor, what is important is that, in 
both, the actual battle took place not in the city, 
and not even in its general vicinity. The destruc-
tions described in either place are a post-battle 
???????????????????????? ???????????????????????????
already been defeated elsewhere. Given this as a 
consideration, it remains a possibility that the rea-
son why no evidence of warfare has been found 
in the destruction of Hazor may be because it was 
destroyed after the fact, that is, a battle with some 
force was fought elsewhere, the army of Hazor 
lost, and this victorious group came and destroyed 
???????????????????????????????? ?????????????????
force. However, this is purely speculation, and 
who the group of people was who were responsi-
ble for the destruction remains an unknown.
5.15. ?irbet el-Bur? 
A destruction event has been associated with the 
end of the LBA at ??????????????  (Tel Dor) (Stern 
[???] 2008, 1695; Stern 2013, 5). However, as Stern 
states: ‘The Bronze Age stratum of destruction at 
[??????????????] has not yet been reached’ (Stern 
2013, 5. Emphasis my own). Thus, given that, at the 
moment, no evidence for destruction has been un-
covered, ???????????????????????????????? ?????????-
tion’ (see also Millek 2017, 125).
5.16. ???????????????????? 
No evidence of destruction was found in the 
Southern Tel Stratum 9 at ??????? ????? ???????? 
(Tel Zeror), as the building was found abandoned 
at the end of the LBA. In the Northern Tel Stra-
tum XII, the only evidence of destruction was an 
ash layer and some burnt beams. However, there 
is no clear evidence to suggest that this destruction 
was contemporaneous with the building and may 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
other evidence of destruction (Millek 2017, 131 f.). 
Therefore, as there is only clear evidence of aban-
????????? ??????????? ???????????????????????? ????
Destruction’.
5.17. Jaffa
Two destruction events have been associated with 
Jaffa at the end of the LBA. The research surround-
ing these destruction events is currently based on 
the original excavations carried out by Kaplan 
(Kaplan 1967; 1972, Kaplan/Kaplan 1976; Kaplan/
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Ritter-Kaplan 1993; Burke ?????? 2010; Burke 2011; 
?????????????????? ???????????????? ??????? ????-
vations at Jaffa have altered both the sites strati-
graphy and the interpretation of the destruction 
events. Unfortunately, this information has not 
yet been published, and until it is, any discussion 
based on the old material is outdated and likely to 
be found inaccurate.165 Therefore, a discussion of 
Jaffa must wait until the publication of the recent 
excavations.166
5.18. Khirbet Rabud
Drews included Khirbet Rabud in his list of sites 
in the Southern Levant destroyed at the end of 
the LBA (Drews 1993, 16). However, there is no 
evidence of a destruction event from the limited 
LBA material that has been uncovered at the site 
( Kochavi 1974, 2–33). Therefore, the site is classi-
???????? ???????????????
5.19. Khirbet Umm ad-Danair
A quarter of a LB I–II structure was uncovered at 
?????????????????????????????????????????????
found in the structure, as carbonised roof beams 
were uncovered; however, little else than this 
has been published or found. This destruction oc-
curred at some time in the 13th cent. BC; however, 
a more exact date is unknown. After this burning 
event, the site was abandoned (McGovern 1989, 
128, 130, 134); however, there is not enough in-
????????????????????????????????????????????????????
?????????????????????????????????
165 Burke, personal communication, 23.08.2015.
166 An updated analysis of the destruction of the gate 
complex at Jaffa was presented in: Burke et ??? 2017.  Jaffa’s 
gate complex was likely destroyed twice by attacks on the 
site. As Burke ?????? suggest, in order to bring about the 
complete destruction of the gate complex, it would have 
required a deliberate effort consisting of several steps to 
completely destroy the gate. In the destruction of the gate 
during Phase RG4a, the excavators found arrowheads and 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????????-
tion of the gate in RG-3a it was found that doors of the 
gateway were closed when they burned (Burke ?????? 2017, 
109–116, 128).
5.20. Lachish
Three destruction events can be attributed to 
 Lachish at the end of the LBA: two in Level VII at 
the end of the 13th cent. BC and one at the end of 
Level VI ca. 1130 BC. A full discussion of the site 
and these three destruction events has been pre-
sented elsewhere (Millek 2017, 127–131). The two 
destruction events in Level VII, that is, the destruc-
tion of the residential structure in Area S, and the 
Fosse Temple III, have in the past been associat-
ed with one single destructive episode. However, 
upon closer examination, the nature of these de-
struction events does not appear to be the same, 
and it is likely that they are indeed two separate 
events. The destruction of the residential structure 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
likely starting in the kitchen, while the destruc-
tion of the Fosse Temple III appears to have been 
a termination ritual. The building was emptied of 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????
area was abandoned and not built over or dug into 
in the following phase, suggesting that it remained 
a sacred area (Millek 2017, 127–131). Therefore, 
both destruction events are classified as ‘Single 
Building’, as there does not appear to be a connec-
tion between the two. The residential structure in 
???????????????????????? ??????????????????????? ?????
Temple III is classified as ‘Ritual Termination: 
Sacred’.
A site-wide destruction ended Level VI at La-
chish. Evidence of crisis was uncovered in Area S, 
as the Pillared Building had been transformed 
from a public building to a habitation area in its 
???????????????????????????????? ??????????????????
Temple in Area P were both burned. It appears as if 
most of the items in the temple were removed be-
fore it was destroyed, though whether this was by 
looters or the locals is unknown and unclear. Four 
human victims were found in the Pillared Building, 
but there was no evidence of trauma to the bodies, 
though they were badly preserved, meaning the 
cause of death is unclear. There was no clear evi-
dence of warfare at the site; however, human ac-
tivity remains a possible answer to this destruction 
layer if the temple was emptied of its belongings 
in a non-orderly fashion. It also remains a possi-
bility that the destruction of the Acropolis Tem-
ple and the Pillared Building may not have been 
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contemporaneous. However, despite the wealth of 
evidence, there is not enough to give a concrete an-
swer to the cause, and until more is uncovered, it 
???????????????????????????????
5.21. Megiddo
The destruction of Megiddo again is one of the 
more hotly debated destruction events.167 Both the 
number of destructions, the extent of the destruc-
tion, and the date of the destruction have been 
debated. For some of the questions about this dis-
puted destruction, this survey will hopefully pro-
vide some answers. However, for others, such as 
whether or not there are two destructions in the 
Palace in Area AA, this will, as Arie notes, depend 
??????????????????????? ?????????????? ??????????
yet to be fully excavated or published (Arie 2013, 
476). Therefore, the results from Area AA will be 
examined last.
Area BB was originally assigned a destruction 
event at the end of Stratum VIIA by Loud (1948, 
105). However, after a re-examination of the pot-
tery found in the area, there was no evidence of a 
destruction of the Tower Temple, and it was con-
cluded that the destruction of the following temple 
built over the Tower Temple should be dated to 
the end of Stratum VIA. As Finkelstein states: ‘No 
clear destruction of Stratum VIIA was observed 
in Area BB’ (Finkelstein 2009, 113; Franklin 2013c, 
1335). The descriptions of both Areas CC and DD 
are vague in Loud’s excavations report and there-
fore the answer if there was destruction in this 
area or not is uncertain. However, as Finkelstein 
notes, while monumental structures were un-
covered in Area DD and domestic structures in 
Area CC, there is no mention of destruction, and 
the pictorial evidence also does not indicate there 
was any destruction in either of these areas (Fin-
kelstein 2009, 113 f.; Franklin 2013c, 1336). Evi-
dence for crisis was found in Area G’s LBA gate 
and gatehouse as noted by Zuckerman (2007, 10). 
????????????????????????????????????????????????
ceased to maintain its original function and was 
turned into a kitchen. The outer entrance was 
167 For a general overview see: Aharoni/Yadin/Shiloh 1993.
blocked by a stone wall and three tabuns were 
???????????????????????????????????????????????
gatehouse (Ussishkin 1995, 247–252; 2000, 104–
122). Ussishkin believes that the gatehouse was 
destroyed at the end of Stratum VIIA, as he notes 
that pieces of carbonised wood were not found 
in the structure’s construction and instead on the 
floor not associated with the tabuns (Ussishkin 
1995, 253; 2000, 115). Finkelstein also states that 
the gate was destroyed at the end of Stratum VIIA, 
citing the work of Ussishkin (Finkelstein 2009, 114; 
Franklin 2013c, 1335). However, there is no other 
evidence for destruction aside from this carbon-
ised wood. Even according to Finkelstein’s own 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
count as a destruction, as it only has evidence 
of some burning, but no evidence of collapse or 
smashed material culture (Finkelstein 2009, 113). 
Therefore, there is not enough evidence to con-
vincingly say the gate was destroyed, and even 
if it were, there is no evidence to say that it was 
‘burned’ at the end of Stratum VIIA.
Area F on the lower mound during Level F-9 
Stratum VIII(?) was dominated by a well-con-
structed building which appears to have been 
abandoned at the end of Level F-9 with no ev-
idence of destruction. The following Level F-8 
Stratum VIIB(?) is only evidenced by the robbing 
out of the walls from the previous phase, before 
the building was reused in Level F-7. Level F-7 
Stratum VIIA(?) represents a reoccupation of the 
building from Level F-9; however, the building of 
??????????????????????????????????????????????
course thick (Ilan/Franklin/Hallote 2000, 77–95; 
Finkelstein/Ussishkin 2000, 593–594; Ilan/Hallote/
Cline 2000, 220). This would seem to represent a 
period of crisis at the site much like the gatehouse 
in Area G. While the remains of this last phase 
were disturbed, there is no evidence of destruc-
tion at the end of Level F-7 (Finkelstein 2009, 114; 
Franklin 2013c, 1335).
Limited evidence for destruction was found 
in Area K Level K-6. A domestic unit was uncov-
ered in Level K-8 comprised of a courtyard and 
two rooms. Level K-7 seems to be a short-lived 
phase seen mainly in the reuse of the courtyard 
????????????????????????????????????????????????-
el K-6 is associated with Stratum VIIA. There ap-
pears to be some evidence of crisis in this area, 
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as an entrance to the building was intentionally 
???????? ???????????????????????????????????????????
the building. Destruction debris was not found in 
the building proper called Building 04/K/44 but in 
a unit attached, called Unit 04/K/57. In this unit, a 
half metre of destruction debris was found on the 
????????????????????????????????????????????????
Nevertheless, the courtyard Building 04/K/44 was 
not burned down. Some broken pots were found 
?????????????????????????????????????????? ??????
was no other evidence of destruction. It is believed 
that these broken pots might represent a hasty 
abandoning of the area (Finkelstein/Ussishkin/
Halpern 2006, 847–848; Gadot ?????? 2006, 90–92; 
Arie/Nativ 2013, 171–174). As Finkelstein states: 
‘Traces of destruction were observed, in the sense 
?????????????????? ???????????????????????????????
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
be seen in limited spots only’ (Finkelstein 2009, 
114). However, with all this, there is little evidence 
to suggest that there was much of any destruction 
in Area K. Crisis was noted in the blocked door, 
but for the main building, broken pottery, again 
according to Finkelstein’s destruction classifica-
tion system, does not equate to a destruction (Fin-
kelstein 2009, 113).
The evidence for the end of Stratum VIIA in 
Area M mainly comes from the renewed excava-
tion’s work. The ???????? uncovered by Schu-
macher has been dated to either Stratum VIII or 
VII. However, no information about destruction 
can be seen in the early work of Schumacher. 
Therefore, what is known comes from some evi-
dence found in Rooms 04/M/75 and 04/M/83. Evi-
dence for crisis has also been noted in this area, 
as the entrance to Room 04/M/75 was intentionally 
blocked at some time in Level M-6A Stratum VIIA, 
much like the gatehouse and Building 04/K/44 in 
Area K Level K-6. In Room 04/M/75, crushed ves-
sels were found underneath a metre of unburnt 
mudbrick. Mudbrick collapse was also found in 
Room 04/M/83 (Finkelstein/Ussishkin/Deutsch 
2006, 66–78; Franklin 2013a, 187–189; 2013b, 234; 
2013c, 1333). However, there was no evidence of 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
2004 and 2006 uncovered a room of the ???????? 
(Level M-6) with pottery vessels smashed on the 
??????????????????????????????????????????????-
cavation of this room revealed an accumulation 
of almost a metre of unburned brick collapse. 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
of Stratum VIIA or the walls were pulled down 
in the early days of Stratum VIB is not clear’ (Fin-
kelstein 2009, 114). Therefore, it is unclear when 
this ‘destruction’ took place, as is the answer to 
the question of whether it is even a destruction or 
not. If it is to be associated with later building ac-
tivates, this collapsed mudbrick would not classify 
as a destruction.
Area AA, and the palace found there, pres-
??????????????? ??????????????????????????????-
tum VIIA ‘destruction’. Loud argued that the 
 palace was destroyed at the end of Stratum VIIB 
and it was easier for the builders to level off the 
material and build the Stratum VIIA’s temple 
over it rather than to remove it (Loud 1948, 29). 
However, Ussishkin has argued that, rather than 
having two building phases with a destruction 
in-between, the palace was a single two-storied 
????????????????????????????????????????????????
in this view, the transition from Stratum VIIB to 
VIIA was peaceful, and the destruction uncovered 
by Loud with the metre and a half of debris and 
burnt brick should be attributed to the end of Stra-
tum VIIA (Ussishkin 1995, 240 f., 246). However, 
Mazar and Samet have both demonstrated that a 
roof construction over Courtyard 2041 seems im-
possible (Mazar 2002, 264 f.; Samet 2009, 82–84). 
Samet also shows that upon examination of the 
plans, there do appear to be multiple phases to 
the building, and in Loud’s original statement, she 
????????????????????????????????????????????????
the building from Strata VIII through VII (Samet 
2009, 82). Mazar still places the destruction at the 
transition between Stratum VIIB and VIIA (Mazar 
2002, 264 f.); However, Samet, while differing with 
Ussishkin on the building having two stories, does 
agree that it was destroyed only once at the end 
of Stratum VIIA (Samet 2009, 83 f.). Here, I will 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????-
ation and will withhold judgment until data from 
Area H has been published. There is, however, one 
last note again made by Samet says that the Palace 
of Area AA seems to have been emptied of most 
of its contents before it was destroyed. She argues 
that the building was emptied by the occupants of 
the palace, as there is a general paucity of pottery 
???????????????????? ????? ??? ???????? ?????????????
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would they have left valuable jewellery and ivory 
but taken out worthless objects like pottery? She 
only speculates as to why the ‘Treasury’, which 
she argues might have been a sealed grave, was 
not emptied (Samet 2009, 84). While it is still spec-
ulation as to who removed many of the objects 
from this building and the cause for the treasury 
to remain intact, what is important is that there is 
further evidence of a general abandonment of the 
site in Area AA.
With all of this, what then is the evidence 
for the destruction of Stratum VIIA and the con-
dition of the city before its partial destruction? 
 Areas BB, CC, and DD from the original excava-
tions have no evidence for destruction at the end 
of Stratum VIIA. While a destruction has been at-
tributed to the gate in Area G, the only evidence 
of this is burnt wood. Therefore, there is not 
enough evi dence to say that this was destruction 
and not a burning of the wood at some unknown 
date, perhaps even before it was turned into a 
 kitchen. Area G does represent crisis architecture, 
as the gate house was sealed off and turned into 
a kitchen. No evidence of destruction was found 
in Area F though here too crisis architecture was 
detected. The building of Phase F-7 was of much 
poor construction quality than that of Level F-9. 
Area K too had evidence of crisis, as one of the 
doorways was intentionally sealed before the 
building was seemingly abandoned. True evidence 
for destruction was only found in a unit attached 
to Building 04/K/44 as only broken pottery was 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
the evidence for destruction is minimal in Area K. 
Area M also had evidence of crisis, as a doorway 
was again found to be sealed. Mudbrick collapse 
was found in two rooms from Level M-6A. How-
ever, this evidence differs from that found in 
Area AA, as there is no evidence of burning and, 
moreover, it is unclear if this mudbrick collapse 
even occurred at the end of Stratum VIIA. It could 
also have occurred in Stratum VIB. Thus, from 
Areas BB, CC, DD, G, F, K, and M there is either a 
total lack of evidence for destruction, or very mea-
gre evidence for a destructive event at the end of 
Stratum VIIA.
The final Area is AA whose dating remains 
controversial. Thus, if the destruction uncovered 
by Loud is dated to the end of Stratum VIIA, this 
would represent the only building to have been 
truly destroyed from the published material. How-
ever, excavations in Area H may change this pic-
?????????????????????????? ??????????????????????-
formation is published. After this ‘destruction’, the 
city did continue; however, it suffered a sharp de-
cline (Ussishkin 1995, 260; Finkelstein/Ussishkin/
Halpern 2008, 1947).
With the evidence presented, what then might 
have been the cause of the ‘destruction’ at Megid-
do? Ussishkin states: ‘The city may have been suc-
cessfully attacked by invading Sea People groups, 
by Levantine Canaanite elements, by the Israel-
ites, or by a force combined from different groups’ 
( Ussishkin 1995, 261). Finkelstein has offered a 
similar answer, as he states: ‘This could have been 
a razzia by a group of Sea Peoples, or a band of 
‘apiru, or an attack by a neighboring city-state. 
A well-organized military attack by  Twentieth 
 Dynasty Egypt on an important center such as 
Megiddo seems unlikely’ (Finkelstein 2009, 122). 
Finkelstein does state, however, that in his view, 
the main target of this attack was on the palace, 
given the general lack of evidence from the other 
areas (Franklin 2013c, 1336). Cline maintains that 
the destruction of the site was by an enemy of 
some sort; however, the identity of these attackers 
cannot be recognised in the archaeological record 
(Cline 2014, 118).
The evidence for an attack on Megiddo could 
only be attested to the palace of Area AA, and this 
would indicate a directed attack toward a symbol 
of power. However, with the current problems in 
knowing exactly when the date of this destruction 
???????????????????????? ????????????????????? ???-
over, as seen in several areas of Megiddo, the site 
during Stratum VIIA was undergoing crisis and 
perhaps a pre-destruction abandonment. If this is 
the case, the destruction of the palace could be for 
multiple reasons, ranging from an act of desecra-
tion or a natural cause. Marco has noted that ex-
tensive cracking was found throughout the gate in 
Area G, and that stone plates found in Chamber F 
in Area M were fractured at 90°. However, as he 
notes, this damage could have come at the end of 
Stratum VIIA, or during Stratum VIA or perhaps in 
a later period (Marco ?????? 2006, 570–572). There-
fore, with the evidence given, at this moment it 
is impossible to tell exactly when the destruction 
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found mainly in Area AA took place, and the cause. 
However, what should be noted is that the follow-
ing Stratum VIB’s poor settlement should not be a 
surprise, as this goes with the life of the site. Evi-
dence for crisis and abandonment was prevalent 
throughout most of the areas in Stratum VIIA. 
Thus, the fact that the site was poorer in nature 
and size in Stratum VIB follows with the evidence 
of crisis seen before the destructive event. There-
fore, one must ask if the destruction was the major 
event which caused the decline in Stratum VIB or 
whether it was the pre-destruction crisis condi-
tions. I would tend to agree with the latter, given 
the general lack of evidence for destruction from 
Stratum VIIA. With all this said, the ‘destruction’ of 
???????????????????????????????????????????????
5.22. Shiqmona
A destruction event has been attributed to the end 
of the LBA at Shiqmona (Elgavish 1993, 1374; Stern 
2013, 5), however, no actual information or evi-
dence for this destruction has been given. All that 
has been noted is that, under the Iron I remains, 
a LB II building was uncovered. In the reports on 
this building, no destruction is ever mentioned, 
nor any evidence to suggest a destruction (Elga-
vish 1975, 258; 1977, 167; 1978, 122). The building 
was said to be destroyed in the last third of the 13th 
???????????????????????????????????th cent. BC in the 
New Encyclopedia of Archaeological Excavations 
in the Holy Land; however, no evidence or de-
scription of this ‘destruction’ is ever presented (El-
gavish 1993, 1374). Therefore, until the evidence 
for a destruction event is put forward, the site will 
????????????????? ???????????????
5.23. Tel Azekah
The original excavations at Tel Azekah were car-
ried out by Bliss and Macalister in the late 19th 
and early 20th cent.168 Given the early date of these 
168 See Lipschits/Gadot/Oeming 2012, 199 and Metzer 2015, 
3–8 for a review of these early excavations.
excavations, little can be said about the end of 
the LBA. A renewed excavation at Azekah began 
in 2012, which has touched the end of LBA at the 
site. However, given that the renewed excavation 
is relatively recent, there is little published infor-
mation about the end of the LBA, meaning the 
conclusions and classifications presented here 
will remain tentative until further excavations 
and publications. Remains dating to the LBA have 
been uncovered in Areas S1, S2, W1, and T2. In 
Area S1, a set of burnt wooden beams was uncov-
ered, found next to an architectural complex. An-
other structure was uncovered in Area S2 which 
yielded some fragmentary architectural remains 
and evidence of a destruction event; however, 
 little other information is available from either of 
these  areas (Lipschitz/Gado/Oeming 2012, 204 f.). 
Area W1 also had occupational remains from the 
LBA, but no other information is available for this 
area (Lipschitz/Gado/Oeming 2012, 204). The only 
area to have been partially published is Area T2 
Building T2/F627 (Metzer 2015).
Building T2/F627 was a residential structure 
on the top of the mound which had two  phases 
T2-3b and T2-3a. Little can be said of the first 
Phase T2-3b from the current published informa-
tion, and due to later disturbances from the Iron II 
and the Hellenistic period. What can be said about 
Building T2/F627 is mainly from Phase T2-3a when 
????????????????????????????????????????????????
where the roof and possible upper story collapsed 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
the destruction debris along with hundreds of ob-
jects (Lipschitz/Gadot/Oeming 2012, 204 f.; Metzer 
2015, 1, 60–62, 140 f.). Only one room has been suf-
??????????????????????????? ??????????????????????
to any length. Room T2/F268 has been studied by 
???????????????????????????????????????????????
of the destruction debris. She notes, that from the 
shift from Phase T2-3b to T2-3a, Room T2/F268 un-
derwent a functional change as a grinding installa-
tion was added to the room, along with two poor-
ly made single brick thick partition walls. Metzer 
notes that this change may be taken as crisis archi-
tecture; however, because the grinding installation 
seems to be of a high quality, and because of the 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
this to be evidence of crisis at Azekah in the early 
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12th cent. BC (Metzer 2015, 64–67, 142). However, 
she does note that the destruction seems to have 
been sudden as no precious objects were taken 
out of the building before it burned and collapsed, 
and the skeleton of a young woman was uncov-
ered near the grinding instillation in Room T2/
F268, seemingly crawling when she was likely 
crushed by the three storage jars found above her 
(Metzer 2015, 68, 126 f.,134–136). Found near the 
crushed woman were ‘92 beads, three scarabs 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
pendant, an arrowhead, [and] three metal objects 
that could have been part of a belt buckle.’ (Met-
zer 2015, 134). As for the reason behind this event, 
Metzer states: ‘The cause of the disaster remains 
unknown. An unexpected event does not neces-
sarily point to a natural disaster; it could also have 
been caused by a surprise assault by a band of 
criminals.’ (Metzer 2015, 68). After this destruction 
event, the site as a whole was abandoned for sev-
eral centuries (Metzer 2015, 63, 68, 143).
Metzer is likely correct that this event was sud-
den, taking the inhabitants of Building T2/F627 by 
surprise. It is unclear from the current evidence 
what the cause of this sudden destruction was. 
While a single arrowhead has been uncovered in 
Room T2/F268, this is by no means direct evidence 
of warfare. There is also no current evidence 
which would suggest that an earthquake or some 
other natural disaster took place. The sudden na-
ture of the destruction, that four people were 
caught in the structure, and that destruction was 
found in several areas of the tell is likely evidence 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????-
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
???????????????????????????????????????????????-
dence for crisis architecture. Metzer has argued 
that even though the additional partition walls 
built into Room T2/F268 were poorly made and 
???????????????????????????????? ????????????????????
any sort of crisis and still seemed to be in its prime 
?????????? ??????????????????????????????????????
?????? ???????????????????????????????????????????
could also have been in a building suffering from 
traditional crisis architecture.
At Lachish, in the Pillared Building of Lev-
el VI, while the final phase of the building had 
undergone a shift to crisis architecture changing 
the use of the public building to a residential area, 
a number of valuable items were found in the de-
struction debris also near some of the victims of 
the destruction. However, while there was crisis 
architecture in the Pillared Building, there was no 
apparent evidence of crisis in the nearby Acropo-
lis Temple (Millek 2017, 128–131). Moreover, evi-
dence for crisis architecture is not only based on 
?????????????????????? ???????????? ????????????????
and the like. Another aspect of crisis architecture 
is the change in the function of the space (Zuck-
erman 2007, 4). At the site of ????????????? (Tel 
Yin’am), Building 1, the largest building at the site 
with the best construction, it was originally a res-
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
of the building before it was destroyed, one of the 
rooms was converted into an iron smelting area 
????????????????????????????????????????????169 The 
problem with Building T2/F627 and Azekah as a 
whole is the limited information currently avail-
able. If Building T2/F627 was originally a residen-
tial structure with no evidence of production but 
was later turned into a production centre, this 
would likely be evidence of crisis no matter how 
well built the grinding installation was, given the 
??????????????????????????????????170 Nevertheless, 
one room in one building of a site can neither af-
????????????? ????????????? ?????????????????????
as not enough is known about the phase before 
the destruction event or about the site as a whole. 
Until this time comes, if the material has been pre-
served, it must remain a possibility that the site 
was indeed under crisis. If this was the case, it 
would also help to make sense of the fact that the 
site was abandoned after the destruction much 
the same as Hazor and Lachish, both of which 
were destroyed with evidence of crisis and then 
abandoned.
169 See later in this chapter.
170 ‘Decrease of energy input in construction and mainte-
nance (disrepair, repair with inferior materials), a change 
in original plan (restriction of access and circulation, chang-
es in the permeability of the buildings) and a change in the 
original function of the structures (blocking of functional 
spaces or their partial abandonment)’ Zuckerman 2007, 4, 
cited from Driessen 1995, 65–76.
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5.24. Tel Mevorakh
Stern has attributed a destruction event to the 
end of the 13th cent. BC at Tel Mevorakh Stra-
tum IX (Stern 1978, 76; 1984, 9; 2013, 5). However, 
while Stern excavated the site, in the report of the 
excavation of the Temple which had three phases 
in Stratum XI through to Stratum IX, there is no 
clear mention of destruction debris. There is no 
???????????????????????????????????????????????
of mudbrick collapse (Stern 1984, 8 f.). The only 
hint of any kind of evidence for destruction came 
from the 200 year abandonment of the site. As 
Stern states: ‘We may assume that the upper part 
of the wall was made of mud-brick, and it was to-
tally demolished during the 200 years of abandon-
ment, i.e., from the end of the thirteenth century 
to the late eleventh century B.C.’ (Stern 1984, 8). 
The only evidence of ash at the site came from a 
possible squatter settlement as a thin layer of ash 
was found associated with some small LBA pot 
sherds and segments of thin poorly constructed 
walls. Stern states: ‘It appears that after the de-
struction of the Stratum IX temple, some of the oc-
cupants may have returned to the site for a short 
time, only to have to leave again before having 
the chance to rebuild it, probably because of the 
arrival of the Sea Peoples’ (Stern 1984, 9). How-
ever, while destruction is mentioned, if there was 
any evidence of destruction, it would have come 
from post-abandonment deterioration. Therefore, 
???????????????????? ???????????????
It would seem, however, that the ascription of 
a destruction event to Stratum IX of Tel Mevora-
kh comes from the underlying theory that the ‘Sea 
Peoples’ came and destroyed the settlements in the 
region. This seems to be the same reason that a 
destruction event has been attributed to ??????????
???? when none has been found. Though no strong 
evidence for destruction was found, Stern states: 
‘The destruction of the last Canaanite Stratum at 
Tel Mevorakh (Stratum XI, end of the thirteenth 
century B.C.) was accomplished by invading Sea 
Peoples’ (Stern 1978, 76). Nevertheless, he goes on 
to say: ‘However, in the oldest Iron Age settlement 
at Tel Mevorakh (Stratum VIII) not a single trace 
was found that could be attributed to this people 
[the Tjeker].’ The absence of the ‘Sea Peoples’ ma-
terial culture would be an issue if the site had been 
destroyed by the ‘Sea Peoples’. However, given that 
there is little evidence to claim a destruction event 
rather than abandonment of the site at the end of 
the 13th cent. BC, let alone a destruction by warfare, 
it would be perfectly reasonable that after aban-
doning the site for some 200 years, local  people be-
gan to reoccupy the site. There is no need to invoke 
the ‘Sea Peoples’ in the development of this site 
from the LBA to the Iron Age.
5.25. Tel Michal
Tel Michal is another site attributed a destruction 
event by Stern in a list where he states: ‘All sites 
on the Canaanite coast of the Hefer Valley, in the 
Sharon, and on the Carmel coast – without excep-
tion – were laid waste at the end of the thirteenth 
century BCE in a total destruction that put an end 
to Canaanite culture and Egyptian domination. 
This destruction has been attributed by the exca-
vators of all the settlements in these areas to the 
Sea Peoples’ (Stern 2013, 5). However, much as at 
Acco, ??????????????, ???????????, and Tel Mevorakh, 
there is no evidence of destruction at Tel Michal, 
all of which were part of Stern’s list of sites that 
were completely destroyed. As Herzog states 
speaking of the end of the LBA settlement, ‘The 
settlement remained unchanged in plan and con-
tinued to exist until its abandonment in the four-
teenth or early thirteenth century BCE’ (Herzog 
1993b, 1037). He goes on to state again: ‘The settle-
ment was probably abandoned in the 13th century 
BC, with the decline of international trade.’ (Her-
zog 2001, 28). This abandonment of the site lasted 
for 300 years putting even the abandonment itself 
well out of the range of end of LBA destruction let 
alone one associated with the ‘Sea Peoples (Herzog 
1993b, 1037; 2001, 28). Moreover, in the excava-
tion reports, there is no mentioned evidence that 
the site was destroyed (Herzog 1989, 39–41; Negbi 
1989, 43–63). Tel Michal is thus another site which 
has been listed as destroyed with no evidence of 
destruction, and it is therefore classified as ‘No 
Destruction’.
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5.26. Tel Miqne/Ekron
A Single Building destruction of ‘Unknown Cause’ 
was uncovered at Tel Miqne/Ekron (for a full dis-
cussion see Millek 2017, 125). The building un-
????????????????????????????????????????????????
which might suggest a sudden destruction, and 
no evidence of warfare has yet been published. 
Therefore, a natural or accidental cause is prob-
able, but with what has been uncovered and pub-
lished to date, there is not enough evidence to be 
????????????????????????????????????????????????
5.27. Tell Abu al-Kharaz
A possible destruction layer has been attributed 
to Phase VIII at ?????????????????? dated to some-
time in the 13th cent. BC (Fischer 2006, 374; 2014, 
570). However, the remains of Phase VIII at Tell 
????????????? are sparse at best, as they were af-
fected by later Iron Age construction and erosion 
(Fischer 2006, 158, 347). In Area 2, only scanty re-
mains of stone walls were uncovered above the 
burned remains of the 14th cent. temple. It appears 
to have been a short-lived settlement and some of 
the stone walls, along with stone slabs which were 
used to support a roof, appear to have collapsed. 
However, this evidence shows no pattern, and not 
much more can be said of this phase (Fischer 2006, 
158). In Area 3, there were again scanty remains 
from Phase VIII, as only some partial walls were 
uncovered and the remains of either a pit or silo 
(Fischer 2006, 175 f.). Given that little is known of 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????-
ing, and the site was apparently abandoned until 
ca. 1150 BC; the most likely answer to what hap-
pened to Phase VIII at ?????????????????? is that it 
was abandoned at some point in the 13th cent. BC. 
The only evidence of destruction are the vague re-
mains of some collapsed walls, but given what is 
known, this most likely occurred due to the natu-
ral breakdown of architecture after abandonment. 
Fischer acknowledges that due to erosion and 
???????????????????????????????????????? ????????????
if Phase VIII came to a violent end (Fischer 2006, 
347). Thus, until further information is obtained 
about the end of the LBA at ??????????????????, it 
?????????????????????? ???????????????
5.28. ??????????????
The destruction event of ?????????????? VC is un-
???????????????????????????????????????????????????-
tions has been attributed to either the 14th cent. or 
the end of the LBA (see Millek 2017, 118–120 for 
full discussion of the site). However, after speaking 
to Michal Artzy she has stated that there is no evi-
dence of a destruction event at ??????????????.171 
?????????????????????????????? ???????????????
5.29. ????????????????
A Single Building destruction was uncovered at 
??????????????? (Tel Haror) in Area B Stratum B7. 
However, no destruction was uncovered in Area K 
Stratum K3 and this area seems to have been 
abandoned, as the later Iron Age I occupation was 
found only in Area B. Given the little evidence, the 
???????????? ???????????????? ??????????? ?????????
‘Natural/Accidental’ cause remains likely, as there 
is no evidence of warfare and the site was under-
going abandonment (Millek 2017, 126).
5.30. ????????? ????
The destruction of ????? ?????????? city C2 is of 
unknown scale and cause. It is possible the city 
was under crisis before a layer of ash appeared 
ca. 1235 BC; however, few other conclusions can 
be drawn (Millek 2017, 123 f.). The following Stra-
tum B1 did contain local ‘Canaanite’ pottery in the 
same LBA tradition as C2, but little more can be 
said than this. Given the limited evidence for this 
ash layer there is a possible ‘Natural/Accidental’ 
????????????????????????????????????????????????-
tion, the cause remains ‘Unknown’.
171 Artzy, Personal Communication, 04.07.2016.
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5.31. ?????????? ???
Phase E of ????? ???? ???, has been cited by the exca-
vators as being destroyed by an earthquake. Origi-
nally this destruction was dated to ca 1200 BC, but 
the current excavators of the site place the destruc-
tion of Phase E sometime after 1180 BC, perhaps at 
around 1150 BC (Franken 1992, 6 f.; van der Kooij 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
There are several lines of evidence to support this 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
is that there is substantial evidence that there has 
been a considerable amount of geological activity 
at ????????? ? ???, as earthquake cracks have been 
found throughout the site (Franken 1969, 32). 
Franken, in his excavation of the northern part 
of the tell, uncovered a LBA sanctuary associated 
with a number of rooms to the east and west of 
the building. In the cella of the sanctuary from the 
end of Phase E, the excavators found that part of 
the north wall and the podium in front of the wall 
apparently broke away and fell down the side of 
the tell. They found wide and deep cracks in the 
???????? ???????????????????????? ????????????????
northern side of the building along with evidence 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
some of the mudbricks, and in the northern side of 
the cella, a number of objects were found buried 
underneath the debris (Franken 1992, 17–36).
The rooms east of the sanctuary, many of 
which seemed to be used for domestic purposes, 
provide more evidence for a destruction by earth-
quake. In Room E1, they again found evidence of 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
????????????????????????????????????????????????
?????????????????????????????????????????????????-
eral pots had been broken and were found in the 
crack. Moreover, while large fragments of these 
vessels were found in the crack, they also could be 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
suggesting that the pots had fallen, broken, and 
then some of the pieces fell into the crack while 
others remained outside. Part of the roof had 
also collapsed and covered over broken pottery 
????????????????????????????????????????????????
38). Room E2 produced more evidence of large 
amounts of fallen debris, and fragments of bro-
ken storage jars. However, on top of a double line 
of large stones which might have been a bench 
broken by the earthquake, they found a human 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
her back in a crouching position with both hands 
raised towards the face when the earthquake 
took place, and the victim was killed by the falling 
walls. The skull was shattered and the bones burnt 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
uncertain, but the skeleton seems to have been 
that of an adult (Franken 1992, 43). Room E3 pro-
duced more general evidence of destruction, as 
two layers of pottery were found, one of which 
????????????????????????????????????????????????
?????????????????????? ?????????????????????????????
Room E4’s north wall was split lengthwise in a 
landslide and Room E5’s north wall sunk down 
????????????????????????????????????????????????
???????????????????????????????????????????????
side of the room had sunk down below the level of 
???????????????????????????????????????????
Further evidence for an earthquake was also 
uncovered in the rooms to the west of the cella. 
Steps leading up to Room E7 were displaced and 
????????????????????? ????????????????????????????
??????????????????? ??????????????????????????????
25cm along a crack which ran East-West par-
allel to the north wall. Steps found in the room 
had also been broken, other parts of the floor 
had been pushed up, and there was evidence of 
???????????????????????????????????????????????
around the room, as fragments of the same ves-
sel were found in different areas of the room 
(Franken 1992, 73–79). Room E9 was also found to 
have its east wall leaning west and the west wall 
had been broken off above ground level. There 
was again evidence of large portions of the roof 
????????????????? ??????????????????????????????
found underneath the roof fragments and on the 
????????????????????????????????????????????????
uncovered in the recent excavations at the site 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
Kooij 2013, 128). Given all of this evidence from 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
???????????????????????????????????????????????
the crushed human skeleton, it seems reasonable 
to classify the destruction of Phase E as an earth-
quake in line with the original excavators’ inter-
pretation of the evidence.
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5.32. ??????????????
?????????????? (Tel Batash) is again another site with 
a reported destruction event at the end of the LBA 
which does not exist (see Millek 2017, 123 for a full 
discussion of the site). As Mazar states: ‘No evi-
dence was found for a violent end of this building. 
On the contrary, it was reused by the Philistines in 
the following period’ (Kelm/Mazar 1995, 67). Tell 
??????????????????????????? ???????????????
5.33. Tell el-F???a (South)
Little can be said of the destruction of the ‘Egyp-
tian Residence’ uncovered by Petrie including 
the date of the destruction. Yisraeli has stated 
???????????????????????????????????????????????
not take place until the 11th cent. BC, while Wood 
has argued, based on the Egyptian artefacts 
found in the destruction and following squatter 
settlement, that the destruction should be  dated 
to between 1200 BC and the mid-12th cent. BC 
(Yisraeli 1993, 441 f.; Wood 1991, 51 f.). Given 
this contradiction, I will cover the destruction 
evidence here, but the date remains in question. 
Thus, the site may or may not be associated with 
the end of the LBA. However, this problem aside, 
little can actually be said of the destruction 
event. A building called YR was uncovered with 
?? ????????????????? ??? ?????????? ??? ??????????? ???
determine whether there was any kind of crisis 
at the site before destruction as the description 
given by Petrie is generally too vague to come to 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
structure were 45 storage jars, some sealed with 
?????????? ????? ????????????? ???????????????????
riding a lion, the fragment of a jar with the car-
touche of Seti II, and a charred wooden box with 
ivory inlays (Petrie 1930, 17–19; Yisraeli 1993, 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
He stated: ‘The final building was roofed with 
cedar beams, and the whole was burnt at last’ 
(Petrie 1930, 18). Petrie goes on to say that, in the 
?????????????????????? ?????????????? ????????????
?????????????? ???????????????? ??? ?????????????
that in one doorway of the structure, there were 
stumps of charcoal from the burnt door posts, 
and all about the room lay burnt beams of which 
some were pieces of cedar (Petrie 1930, 18).
When describing the wooden box, he states: 
‘These fragments were found in the chamber YC 
of the Residency of the 19th dynasty. The inlaid box 
had been thrown down on rough ground, crushed 
by the fall of burning beams, and carbonized’ 
(Petrie 1930, 19). However, the exact scale of de-
struction is not given, nor what exactly happened 
in the building to the west of YR. Following the de-
struction of Building YR, there was a short squat-
ter phase built into the old building, characterised 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
number of pits dug into the building (Petrie 1930, 
18; Wood 1991, 51 f.). Given all of this informa-
tion, there are several problems which cannot be 
overcome with the material that Petrie recorded. 
????????????????????? ?????????????????????????????-
pened prior to destruction, whether there was a 
crisis of any kind, abandonment or whether the 
destruction was sudden. The inclusion of the 45 
storage jars and the ivory inlaid box might indi-
cate the site was destroyed before anything could 
be removed, but this is uncertain. It is also uncer-
tain which changes took place after the destruc-
????????????????????????????????????????????????????
have been abandoned and it served as a squatter 
settlement. Given all of this, though, it could have 
????????????????????????????????????????????????
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
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5.34. ??????????????
Evidence of a LB IIB settlement was found in four 
areas at ??????????????????????????????????????????
the remains found in both Areas B and F do not 
add much to an interpretation of the destruction 
found in Area C and possibly D. The LB IIB re-
mains from Stratum V found in Area B were most-
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
Iron I occupation. This has left little evidence for 
172 As there is little information about the site, I have clas-
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
is not certain.
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destruction in this part of the site (Ottosson 2015, 
15 f.). In Area F a number of houses were uncov-
ered from Stratum V; however, what happened 
in this part of the tell is also unclear. As Strange 
states: ‘Whether the houses were destroyed by vi-
olent action or whether it was an earthquake, as 
it is evidenced in the palace in CIII, or the lower 
settlement was simply abandoned, cannot be said’ 
(Strange 2015b, 71). Therefore, the only evidence 
for destruction at this site comes from Area C.
A partially uncovered public building, pos-
sibly a palace, was found in Area CIII Stratum V. 
Two rooms of this building were exposed along 
with a monumental entrance, and given the de-
struction debris, it has been interpreted as having 
a second story. The exact dimensions of the build-
ing are unknown, leaving it currently at 15 x 20m, 
though it is possible that it stretched into Area D 
where some evidence of destruction was uncov-
ered, which would make the building considerably 
larger (Strange 2015a, 35–37). This building had 
three phases of occupation and was most likely 
built sometime in the 13th cent. BC during Phase 1. 
??????????????????????????????????????????? ????
building, and after the construction of Floor 3, it 
seems as if the site underwent some kind of crisis. 
A layer of earth was found on top of Floor 3 and 
below subsequent repairs to the building, which 
the excavators have interpreted as the building 
being abandoned for some time (Strange 2015a, 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????
which again has clear signs of crisis. The monu-
mental entrance was blocked by a poorly made 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
was constructed. Strange has interpreted these 
????????????????????????????????????????????????????
destruction (Strange 2015a).
The destruction of this building is witnessed 
by burnt beams presumably for a roof, and evi-
dence of massive mudbrick collapse and burnt 
mudbrick. One of the large stones in a wall of 
the building was broken in half, which the exca-
vators state is a sign of possible earthquake dam-
age, though they also postulate that it could have 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
dence of human activity was uncovered, and the 
excavators place the cause of the destruction on 
an earthquake ca. 1200 BC (Strange 2015a, 38 f.; 
2015c, 420). In the following Stratum VIA, there is 
a reuse of the public building’s ruins. The  people 
built on top of the debris or levelled it off to build 
a house or houses. Moreover, there was a con-
tinuation of the local pottery tradition, indicat-
ing that the people were either locals or perhaps 
even people who had lived at the site before the 
abandonment and subsequent destruction of the 
public building (Strange 2015a, 39 f.; 2015c, 421). 
From the  little evidence uncovered, the most 
likely cause of this destruction event was a nat-
ural or accidental cause as there is no evidence 
for human activity. The evidence for crisis and 
abandonment of the structure prior to a squat-
ter settlement and destruction would give good 
reason why the following people did not rebuild 
the building, as it had already lost it function as a 
public building. Rather than spend the energy to 
rebuild, the ruins were utilised most likely by the 
people already living at the site. Too little of the 
building has been found to know whether the de-
struction was natural or accidental, therefore it is 
???????????????????????
5.35. ????????????
A destruction event has been ascribed to Tell el-
???? at the end of the LBA (Lapp 1967, 293; Drews 
1993, 16). However, the excavations undertak-
en by Petrie and Bliss in the late 19th cent. leave 
much to be discussed: whether there was such an 
event and when it might have taken place, and it 
is possible the site was abandoned after 1300 BC 
(Petrie 1891, 16–19; Bliss 1894, 71–77; Matthers 
1989, 59 f.).173 The renewed excavations at the site 
did not uncover any remains from the LBA (Fargo 
1993, 632). Thus, until evidence for destruction at 
the site is uncovered within a reasonable chrono-
logical framework, it must at the moment be clas-
?????????? ???????????????
173 For a discussion of the problems and possible answers 
of this chronological problem, see Matthers 1989, 61 f., notes 
7, 7a, and 7b.
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5.36. ?????????????
Evidence for the destruction of ????? ???????? (Tel 
Hefer) at the end of the LBA is meagre. While three 
phases are given to the LBA, being A/9 through A/7, 
little is actually known of these, as the majority 
????????????????????????????????????????????????
much remains to be published. The last LB level of 
???????????????????????????????????????????????
??????????????????????? ?????????????????????????
????? ??????????? ????????????????????????????????
the building. Eight storage jars were found in the 
debris while some Cypriot milk bowl sherds were 
??????????????????????? ???? ???????????????????
the destruction event, and the following phase A/6 
in the Early Iron I is attested to only by pits and 
silos (Porath/Paley 1979, 237 f.; 1980, 218; 1982, 66; 
Porath/Paley/Stieglitz 1983, 265; 1984, 277; Paley/
Porath 1993, 612). Thus, the destruction of the site 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????????
information to come to a conclusion.
5.37. ????????? ????
The LBA remains from ????????? ???? date mainly 
to LB IIB, as the site was abandoned during LB I 
and LB IIA. LBA remains have been found  mostly 
in two areas. Field F produced some debris  layers, 
made of a few walls and earthen layers; how ever, 
little more is known of the LBA occupation in 
????????????????????????????????????????????????
????????????????????????????????????????????????
Building C found in Field B Phase 14 (Herr 2000a, 
253 f.; 2000b, 170; 2008, 1849; Bramlett 2009, 107; 
Herr/Clark/Bramlett 2009, 76; Clark 2011, 43). 
Building C had three occupational layers named 
Floors 1–3, with Floor 3 being the last use of the 
building (????????). According to Bramlett, the func-
tion of Building C before Floor 3 seems to have 
?????????????????????????????????????? ??????????
in a niche in Room 3. Moreover, in Room 5 which 
was attached to Room 3 and acted as either a ves-
try or storeroom, the excavators found fifteen 
handmade poorly-fired ceramic figurines and 
three nearly complete vessels. Room 5 may have 
acted as either a storeroom for cultic objects or 
perhaps as a pre-favissa (Bramlett 2009, 115–120)? 
????????????????????????????????????????????????
????????????????????????????????????????????????-
tions of Room 1, 2, and 4 remain in question. How-
ever, as Clark notes, the purpose of this building 
was originally not primarily for domestic use, and 
seems to have served as some kind of cultic struc-
ture (Clark 2011, 48).
There are several indications of what might 
have transpired at ????????? ???? during Phase 14. 
The first is that there is clear evidence of crisis 
in Building C. Floor 3, the last phase of use, was 
made of dirt which covered over the remains 
of a well-plastered floor from the phase previ-
ous. Along with this, in both Room 2 and Room 5 
during Floor 3, evidence was found that hearths 
were constructed in each of these rooms indicat-
ing a change in use from a cultic or elite building 
to a ‘vulgar or everyday’ use (Bramlett 2009, 114, 
121). Moreover, one of the two doors leading into 
???????????????????????????????????????????????
building, and the pottery remains found in Room 3 
Fig. 5.2. Plan of Building C from Phase 14 at Tell el-
? ?????(Bramlett 2009, 287; Courtesy of Kent Bramlett)?
Destruction in the Southern Levant at the End of the Late Bronze Age172
were vessels related to food consumption, all of 
which indicates crisis. Bramlett has stated that this 
is either evidence for a squatter settlement in the 
building after it was abandoned sometime in the 
13th cent. BC or, as he believes, the signs of an eco-
nomic downturn at the site (Bramlett 2009, 113 f.). 
Evidence of destruction was found in all the 
rooms of Building C. Burnt bricks, burned remains 
??????????????????????????? ????????????????????
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
seems to indicate that at least part of the building 
????????????????????????????????????????????????-
case was split down the middle, a doorjamb was 
also split down the middle, and the eastern exte-
rior wall was partially separated, all of which the 
excavators believe point to a destruction by earth-
quake (Bramlett 2009, 123; Clark 2011, 49 f.). How-
ever, the problem with this destruction is the date.
Several issues arise when trying to date this 
?????????????????????????????? ????????????????????
this normal line of evidence is not a strong indi-
cator for the date of destruction. Moreover, this 
lack of pottery evidence and the general paucity 
???????? ??????????????????????????????????????-
doned after the period of crisis, seen in the possi-
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????
phase of use. There is no evidence of warfare or 
human activity in the destruction, and the damage 
in Room 4 would seem to indicate that the build-
ing was destroyed by an earthquake. However, the 
problems with this earthquake is: was the building 
still inhabited at the time of this earthquake, and 
when did this earthquake occur? It is possible that 
an earthquake hit the site at the end of Phase 14, 
and at the end of Phase 13 when a part of the 
bedrock shelf collapsed under the MB rampart 
and caused repairs to be made to the glacis dur-
ing Phase 12. There are no remains in Building C 
which would indicate it was used during Phase 13. 
It is also possible that there was only one earth-
quake at the end of Phase 14 and repairs were only 
made to the defensive system in Phase 12. Yet, it is 
also possible that an earthquake only occurred at 
the end of Stratum 13, and this earthquake caused 
the damage to the already abandoned Building C 
(Bramlett 2009, 123; Clark 2011, 81). Interesting-
ly, during both Phases 13 and 12, there are no 
signs of occupation on top of Building C until the 
Iron II (Herr/Clark/Bramlett 2009, 81–83). This may 
suggest a general avoidance of this structure simi-
lar to the avoidance of constructing over the Fosse 
Temple III at Lachish (Millek 2017, 128), and the 
Ceremonial Palace at Hazor.
Regardless of exactly when the damage to 
the building took place either in Phase 14 or 13, I 
would argue that the damage to the building most 
likely represents a destruction by earthquake, 
 either during the ‘squatter phase’ or perhaps  after 
this, once the building was abandoned. There is 
clear evidence of crisis at the site, and given this, 
the following change in both material culture and 
building techniques seen in Phases 13 and 12 is 
not surprising. While there is some continuity in 
the pottery, there is a general discontinuity in the 
assemblage, decoration, and manufacturing tech-
niques, which would suggest some change in the 
social makeup of the site (Bramlett 2009, 109). 
Moreover, the meagre remains of Phase 13 would 
be a natural next step given the crisis and possi-
ble abandonment of the LBA site (Bramlett 2009, 
109). The evidence from the destruction itself does 
not suggest human activity, and the evidence for 
earthquake damage to the building would thus 
indicate a natural cause over an accidental cause. 
It remains a possibility that this building was in 
fact abandoned before suffering collapse from an 
earthquake, which would classify it as a ‘No De-
struction: Post-Abandonment Earthquake’. How-
ever, there is not enough evidence to clearly sup-
port this option, and thus, it seems likely that the 
building burned due to the earthquake and the 
squatter occupation living inside of the structure. 
?????????????????????????????? ????????????????????
A second destruction event has been attri-
buted to Phase 12 dated to the mid-12th cent. 
BC.174 During Phase 12, it is likely that the settle-
ment extended over the entire area while a 
174 It should be noted that Finkelstein has claimed that 
both Phase 14 and 12 should be re-dated. He claims that 
Phase 14 should be dated to the mid-12th cent. BC while 
Phase 12 should be dated to late 12th or early 11th cent.  BC 
with its destruction taking place in middle or second half of 
the 11th cent. BC (Finkelstein 2011, 123). It goes without say-
ing, that if this re-dating of the phases is substantiated, than 
only Phase 14’s destruction event should be included in this 
study with the Phase 12 destruction falling out of the end 
of the LBA destruction range examined here. However, until 
Finkelstein’s claims are substantiated, the traditional dating 
of both Phase 14 and 12 will be employed.
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Fig. 5.3. Plan of Phase 12 at Tell el-
? ????? (Herr/Clark/Bramlett 2009, 
83; Courtesy of Larry Herr).
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two-metre-thick perimeter wall was constructed 
on top of the Middle Bronze Age rampart. Three 
houses were built on the inner face of the western 
section of the defensive wall named Buildings A, B, 
and C, near the LBA Building C but not over top it 
(Herr/Clark/Bramlett 2009, 82). Buildings A and B 
have been completely uncovered, with Building B 
being in the form of a typical ‘four room’ or ‘pil-
lared’ house. Both buildings were completely de-
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
points reaching as high as two metres, seemingly 
with all of the belongings of the houses sealed un-
der the destruction debris. The remains of at least 
four individuals, two adults, one likely male; one 
juvenile, about fifteen years old; and one child, 
were also uncovered in the destruction debris, 
where the bones were found burnt and disarticu-
lated (Herr/Clark/Bramlett 2009, 88). Also amongst 
??????????????????????????????????????????????
points and four stone ballistae/pounders or pound-
ers (Herr 2000b, 171–173; Herr/Clark/Bramlett 
2009, 86, 88). While the Iron I Building C has not 
been published completely, it too suffered destruc-
tion along with another fragmentary building, 
suggesting from the current excavations that the 
destruction was ‘Site-Wide’.175 Given the sudden 
nature of this destruction, as the houses seemed 
to have been burned with their contents intake, 
the human victims, and the weapons found in do-
mestic contexts, the excavators have claimed that 
it is likely the site was destroyed by warfare (Herr 
2000b, 174; 2008, 1849; Herr/Clark/Bramlett 2009, 
86). Based on the evidence, it would seem likely 
that ????????? ???? Phase 12 was indeed destroyed 
by an act of warfare. From the current evidence, 
it would also appear that the destruction was site-
wide; however, this may change upon further ex-
cavation or publication of previously excavated 
material. Following this destruction, there was ap-
parently a brief hiatus at the site during the sec-
ond half of the 12th cent. BC until it was partially 
rebuilt, most likely in the 11th cent. BC (Herr/Clark/
Bramlett 2009, 89). Given the above information, it 
seems correct to classify ????????? ???? Phase 12 as 
‘Human Activity: Warfare’.
175 <http://www.madabaplains.org/umayri/research.htm> 
(last access 14.03.2016).
5.38. ??????????? ?
The destruction at ????????????? (Tel Yin’am) is not 
clearly dated to the end of the LBA, as it could have 
taken place in the mid-13th cent. BC. How ever, as it 
represents the end of this LBA site, it is included 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????-
ken into two phases: XIIB and XIIA. There was no 
evidence of destruction from the transitions from 
Stratum XIII to XII; however, from the limited 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
rebuilt upon different lines (Liebowitz [???] 2003, 
45, 47–51). Stratum XII was made up of eight build-
ings and open spaces, with the largest, Building 1, 
assumed by the excavators to be the residence of a 
local ruler. Building 1 is the largest and most well-
built structure in this stratum. In Stratum XIIB, 
????????????????????????????????????????????????
cause, as evidence of destruction debris was found 
in seven of the 10 rooms, including the courtyard. 
?????????????????????????????????????????????-
????????????????????????????????????????????????-
dicator for the cause of the destruction (Liebowitz 
1993, 1516; Liebowitz [???] 2003, 55–70).
In the following phase Stratum XIIA, Build-
ing 1 was rebuilt; however, the function of the 
building seems to have changed. Room 1 of 
Building 1, which in the previous phase acted 
as a storeroom, was subdivided by a mudbrick 
wall and was turned into an iron smelting area. 
A crude mudbrick wall was also built to divide 
Room 4 into two spaces, and another crude wall 
was built to separate Room 10 from the courtyard. 
This change in plan and function of the building, 
with the use of crude mudbrick, appears to be ev-
idence of crisis at the site before Building 1 was 
again destroyed at the end of Stratum XIIA (Lieb-
owitz [???] 2003, 83–87).
The construction of new walls continued in 
Building 2, as Room 4 was separated from Room 2 
with the construction of a mudbrick wall. Rooms 2 
and 5 of Building 5 were also subdivided by poor-
ly constructed mudbrick walls. Buildings 1, 2, 5, 6, 
and 7 were destroyed at the end of Stratum XIIA, 
with general evidence of mudbrick collapse and 
???????????????????? ??????????????????????????????
????????? ??????????????????????????????????????????
????????????????????????????????????????????] 2003, 
87–97). However, the cause for this destruction is 
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again unclear. The material remains vary from 
room to room, with some being generally devoid 
of finds, others having meagre finds, and some 
????????????????????????????????????????????????
jewellery found in Building 6. There is no clear 
evidence to suggest Human Activity, and after the 
destruction, there was a brief squatter settlement 
found in Buildings 1, 3 Upper, 5 and 7. This Post 
Stratum XIIA consisted of poorly made walls, and 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
of ash, bones, and some pottery (Liebowitz [???] 
2003, 83–98). The following Iron I occupation at 
the site, which appears to have been shortly after 
the Post Stratum XIIA, seems to have followed in 
the LBA building tradition along with having some 
continuity in the ceramic forms (Liebowitz 1993, 
1516). With the evidence for crisis at the site and 
no clear evidence of human activity, a ‘Natural’ 
or ‘Accidental’ cause for the destruction of Stra-
tum XIIA seems likely. With the destruction of 
many of the buildings, the people remained in the 
destroyed buildings until the site could be rebuilt 
with a general continuity into the Iron Age. How-
ever, the evidence is not clear enough to securely 
determine a cause, and the destruction is classi-
?????????????????
5.39. ???????????? (Gath)
A possible destruction was detected in Area E Stra-
tum 4a. However, with the ongoing excavations at 
?????????????(Gath), the excavators found no other 
evidence of destruction and detected continuation 
or abandonment (Millek 2017, 125). Therefore, Tell 
???????????????????????????????? ???????????????
5.40. ??????????? ????
Remains of a destruction event in the mid-12th 
cent. BC were found in every area of excavation 
????????????????????????????????????????????????????-
fore the destruction of Stratum XII. Evidence of a 
previous Stratum XIII was found in Area AA and 
possibly in Area KK, but other than this, the only 
remains come from Stratum XII (Tubb/Dorrell/
Cobbing 1996, 27; 1997, 68). An Egyptian style res-
idence was uncovered in Area AA having no stone 
foundation, but rather being built on a layer of 
pisée with a mudbrick foundation on top. The ba-
sic plan of this building seems to have remained 
the same in Stratum XII; however, the northern 
entrance on the western side of the building had 
been blocked with a carefully made mudbrick 
wall. Yet, another entrance into the building re-
mained when the building was destroyed (Tubb 
1988a, 43; 1988b, 40; 1993, 1298; Tubb/Dorrell/
Cobbing 1996, 27). Evidence of fire was found 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
was found a dense deposit of broken pottery ves-
sels and debris made of burnt wood, brick, and 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
and the stones which were found blocking some 
of the doorways were cracked from the heat.176 
Charred material was found throughout the 
????????????????? ??????????????????????????????-
bers, wooden spindle whorls, and even a reel of 
????????????????????????????????????????????????
in the stepped passageway which led north from 
the east west street on the west side of the area. 
This may be due to the large amount of timber 
found in the area, as there were possibly wood-
en beams supporting the roofs. Pottery vessels 
were found broken throughout the debris, but the 
??????????????????? ???????????? ???? ??????????????
this building may have been emptied of its pre-
cious goods by the inhabitants of the city (Tubb 
1986, 118 f.; 1988a, 43; 1988b, 40). In another 
part of Area AA, the excavators uncovered two 
passageways or channels which stepped down a 
series of terraces, possibly used to transport water 
or feed the bath in Area E. The northern passage 
was at some point blocked by large boulders, and 
this area also demonstrated evidence of burning 
of the walls and mudbrick destruction. However, 
the passages themselves showed little evidence of 
burning (Tubb/Dorrell 1993, 58 f.).
In Area KK, two mudbrick buildings were un-
covered, also built in the Egyptian style, with the 
western building remaining unexcavated. How-
ever, the eastern building revealed a room with 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
176 It is unclear from the preliminary reports if these 
stones fell into the doorway or if they were placed there 
before the destruction much as the northern entrance was 
blocked.
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with a metre of debris consisting of burnt mud-
brick, ashes, and charred wood. While the alley-
way was relatively free of destruction material, it 
did have a characteristic feature of Stratum XII, 
being that the point of entry was blocked with 
heavy stones before destruction (Tubb/Dorrell/
Cobbing 1996, 30 f.; 1997, 67).
Another large public building in an Egyptian 
style with no stone foundation was uncovered 
in Area EE. This building was found adjacent to 
a mudbrick casemate wall which had been con-
structed atop an earlier solid wall. In the public 
building, there was a possible bath complex, and 
in another part of the building there was a room 
???????????????????????????????????????????????
50–60 Egyptian storage jars. The floors of the 
building also had broken pottery found on them, 
more so than that found in the ‘Egyptian Build-
ing’ in Area AA. Both the public building and the 
casemate wall were destroyed or burned at the 
end of Stratum XII (Tubb 1986, 119; 1990, 26–29; 
1993, 1298; Tubb/Dorrell 1993, 59 f.). In Area MM, 
the main entrance into the city was uncovered. 
A pebbled paved road led to a vaulted mudbrick 
passageway which cut through the casemate wall. 
Both the gate chamber and the passageway were 
also filled with the typical destruction debris 
found in Stratum XII (Tubb/Dorrell/Cobbing 1996, 
31–33).
Following this destruction event, the cemetery 
at ???????????????? was abandoned, and the site was 
generally left in ruin. A small squatter settlement 
called Stratum XIB was uncovered in the ‘Egyp-
tian’ style building in Area AA seen mainly by 
placement of hearths and grinding stones found 
within two of the rooms of the building. The peo-
ple seemed to have levelled off the debris and 
made rough surfaces, and this brief settlement 
is dated to the late 12th cent. BC. There were also 
some remains which might have been a squatter 
settlement in Area EE, but this is unclear (Tubb 
1988a, 43; 1988b, 39 f., 45; 1993, 1298). After this, 
the site was abandoned for a hundred years until 
it was partially reoccupied.
The cause of this site-wide destruction is un-
clear. This is partially because this information is 
based on preliminary reports, and once this site 
is fully published, the answer may become clear-
er. Also there are many complicated processes 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????-
idence of crisis in the blocked doorways, and it 
is also possible that the ‘Egyptian’ structure in 
Area AA might have been abandoned prior to 
destruction. This suggests that the site was un-
der crisis before being destroyed. There is also 
evidence at the site of faulting found in Area AA 
900, with one of the cracks causing a 50cm down-
shift in the stratigraphy. The problem, though, is 
that it is not known if this faulting is associated 
with this period or if it occurred later (Tubb/Dor-
rell 1993, 58). There is also no clear evidence of 
warfare or human activity other than the possi-
ble abandonment. An accidental cause would be 
???????? ???????????? ???? ???????????????????? ????
destruction event suggesting that a natural cause 
is most likely. With the date of the destruction 
??????????????????????????th cent. BC and its close 
proximity to ????????? ? ????it is possible that Tell 
????????????was destroyed in the same earthquake 
that brought about the end of Phase E. A possi-
ble scenario for the end of ???????????????? is that 
the site was undergoing crisis and partial aban-
donment when it was struck by an earthquake 
which caused the destruction of the site as, much 
like at ?????????? (Tel Mor), the buildings had no 
stone foundation, leaving them more susceptible 
to earthquake related damage. The majority of 
the people left, other than some squatters who 
eventually abandoned the site. However, with 
the present state of information, the destruction 
??????????????????????????
5.41. ?????????????
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
????? ????????  (Tel Sera’). Therefore, much like 
many other sites, it is difficult to come to any 
conclusion as to the nature of the destruction. 
Two buildings were uncovered in Area A. In the 
last LBA Stratum IX, on the eastern slope, an 
‘Egyptian governor’s residence’ was uncovered, 
called Building 906. This building is described as 
having three different phases; however, there is 
little information about the building other than 
the description of the destruction. Mainly, what 
can be said from this is that the building appears 
to still have been in use, as it had many of its 
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contents still intact when it was burned in the 
mid-12th cent. BC (Oren 1972, 168 f.; 1982, 166; 
1993, 1331; Oren/Netzer 1973, 253; 1974, 265). 
The destruction is described as a: ‘… considera-
ble accumulation of broken bricks and pottery 
vessels on top of the burned bricks and beams 
testifies to a thorough destruction by fire that 
turned the bricks red and resulted in the collapse 
of the upper stories’ (Oren 1982, 166). However, 
little else is said. It is possible that Building 906 
demonstrates signs of crisis architecture, as Mar-
tin has recently stated that ‘The interior layout 
of Building 906 ... underwent several changes – 
the addition of partition walls and the blocking 
of walls …’ (Martin 2011a, 222).  Given the limited 
information available, at this time it is unclear 
if the blocking of doors and adding of partition 
walls was part of the normal life cycle of the 
building or if it is evidence of crisis. Thus, until 
further detailed information is made available, 
the evidence for crisis is tentative.
In another part of Area A, a cultic structure 
was uncovered, called Building 1118. The struc-
????????????????????????????????????????????????
to be used with some alteration through Stra-
???????????????????????????????????????????????
12th cent. BC (Oren 1982, 165; 1993, 1330 f.). Some 
Philistine wares do appear at the site after the 
destruction of Building 906 in Stratum VIII, along 
with a change in the architectural plan. Oren be-
lieves that the site was destroyed either by the 
Sea Peoples, or by raiding nomads from the  Negev 
(Oren/Netzer 1974, 265; Oren 1982, 166; 1993, 
1331). Given the sparse published information 
on the destruction, there is little that can be said 
concerning it. It does appear that Building 906 
was destroyed before it was abandoned, still re-
taining many of its contents, but the cause of this 
is unclear. It also remains unclear if Building 906 
has evidence of crisis architecture or not. Addi-
tionally, while Building 1118 was also destroyed 
???????? ????????? ??????? ??????????????????????????
of this event. After this destruction event there is 
some introduction of ‘Philistine’ material culture 
in Stratum VIII but how much of a material cul-
tural change took place is not mentioned in the 
published reports. Therefore, until more informa-
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
‘Unknown’.
5.42. ??????????????
The destruction of a single building, most likely a 
storeroom, at ????????????? (Tel Sippor) Stratum III is 
the only evidence for destruction at the site. A cultic 
building which was also uncovered in Stratum III 
had no evidence of destruction and was rebuilt ac-
cording to the same plan, with no evidence of de-
struction between it and the Stratum II structure 
(Millek 2017, 131). With no evidence for human ac-
tivity in the destruction of the single building, and 
the general continuity between the two phases, the 
??????????????????????? ???????????? ???????????? ?-
cidental’. However, as this is uncertain, this single 
?????????????????????????????????????? ????????
5.43. ?????? ???
The LBA has not been completely uncovered at the 
site of ????? ? ??? (Tel ‘Eton). However, a possible 
destruction has been uncovered at the site  dated 
??????????????????????????th cent. BC. Evidence of the 
LBA has been uncovered in both Areas B and C, 
with the LBA site likely covering the mound (Faust 
2011; 2014, 588; Faust/Katz 2015, 90 f.). The evi-
dence for a destruction at the end of the LBA is at 
the moment minimum. In situ vessels have been 
uncovered in Area B and in Square V46a, ‘massive 
layer of burnt mudbricks’ (Faust 2014, 588) was un-
covered. With the current state of excavation, it is 
impossible to know if there was a destruction at the 
site, and if so, what the possible cause might have 
been or the events leading up to it. The excavators 
agree with this, as Faust states: ‘We must wait for 
???????????????????????????????????????????????
reached’ (Faust 2014, 588). Therefore, at the mo-
????????????????????????????????????????????????????
until further results are uncovered at ?????? ???.
5.44. ???????????
In another early 20th cent. excavation, Petrie un-
covered a destruction event at ?????????? (Tell 
Jemmeh)177 in his Phase G–H. He describes it as 
177 Published as Gerar.
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????????????????????????????????????????????????
and at the time he ascribed the burning to the 
Philistines and dated it to some time shortly after 
1194 BC (Petrie 1928, 6). However, Albright (1932, 
74) and Wright (1939, 460) argued that this burnt 
layer could not be associated with the Philistines, 
as they dated the destruction event to the middle 
of the 10th cent. BC. Moreover, in the van Beek ex-
cavations at ??????????, they uncovered no evi-
dence for destruction at the site during the tran-
sition from LBA to Iron I.178 David Ben-Shlomo 
would also date the burnt layer in Petrie’s G–H 
to Iron I or later.179 Thus, given this information, 
unless other evidence for destruction at the end 
of the LBA is uncovered at ??????????, it must be 
?????????????? ???????????????
5.45. ????????????
The question of whether or not ??????????? (Tel 
Gerisa)180 was destroyed is one which pits modern 
excavation results against those from the early 
part of the 20th cent. Sukenik, the original excava-
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????
completely destroyed around 1200 BC and the site 
abandoned (Avigad 1976, 578; Herzog 1993a, 481). 
However, the little information that was published 
from his excavation yields few clues as to whether 
there was a destruction and exactly what the cir-
cumstances of the destruction were. Cook states 
about early results from the site that: ‘From Vin-
cent‘s summary, and from an account given in 
a Hebrew journal and translated in the Jewish 
World (Nov. 22nd), we gather that traces of a con-
????????????????????????????????????????????????????
cataclysm which may no doubt be due to the Phil-
istine invasion. Beneath this are Aegaeo-Mycenae-
an sherds’ (Cook 1929, 114 f.). However, other than 
this, there are only possible vague references to a 
destruction event at the end of the LBA (Sukenik 
1934; 1938; 1944). The picture from the recent ex-
cavations at the site, however, offer a different 
view of the end of the LBA.
178 Van Beek 1993, 668–669; Ben-Shlomo 2012; 2014a; 
2014b, 1056; Personal Communication 18.08.2015.
179 Ben-Shlomo, Personal Communication 18.08.2015.
180 Also spelled Jerisha.
Herzog found two large LB II buildings in 
Area A and C. Both given their size and construc-
tion would seem to have been palaces or buildings 
which served an important function. However, 
both buildings were found abandoned, with the 
????????????????????????????????????????????????
building in Area C abandoned second (Herzog 
1982, 30 f.; 1991, 121 f.; 1997, 183; Herzog/Tsuk 
1996, 60–62). As Herzog states about the building 
??????????? ?????????????????????????????????????
???????????????????????????????????????????????
removed before the building was abandoned’ 
(Herzog/Tsuk 1996, 62). Moreover, in Area D, 
which mainly had evidence of Iron Age occupa-
tion, there was one level of the end of the LBA 
occupation, but: ‘It was found that the latest LB 
stratum was abandoned, as there are no traces of 
????????????????????????????????????????????????????
occupation was not found in the centre of the tell 
where Areas A and C were located, and Iron Age 
remains were found in Areas B and D away from 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
1983, 123; 1988, 61; 1990, 52; 1993a, 483). There 
????????????????????????????????????????????????
made mention that the entire LBA city he uncov-
????? ?????????????????????????????????????????????
areas of excavations which Herzog found LBA ma-
terial, there were only signs of abandonment with 
???????????????????????????????????????? ??????-
tied of most of its goods before being abandoned, 
and in Area D, the LBA occupation was abandoned 
before a subsequent Iron Age reoccupation. Given 
that there is only a vague reference that the city 
was indeed destroyed, and that all subsequent ex-
cavations found no evidence of destructions and 
only abandonment, it is in my opinion correct to 
classify Tell ?????????????????? ???????????????
5.46. ???????????
There are two destruction events which could be 
associated with the end of the LBA at ?????????? 
(Tel Mor): both the end of Stratum VII Building B, 
and Stratum VI Building F (????????). Building B was 
originally constructed in Stratum VIII as a large 
square structure built in an Egyptian fashion and 
resembling an Egyptian fort or governor’s resi-
dence (M. Dothan 1993, 1073; Barako 2007a, 20–22; 
????? ????? 179
Fig. 5.4. Plan of ????? ????? 
Building B Stratum VII (Bar-
ako 2007a, Plan 2.4; Courtesy 
of Tristan Barako).
Fig. 5.5. Plan of ????? ????? 
Building F Stratum VI–V (Bar-
ako 2007a, Plan 2.4; Courtesy 
of Tristan Barako).
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2007c, 241). Two other small buildings were par-
tially found to the east of Building B. Building C 
???????????? ???????????????????????????????????
to the north, also had a paved mudbrick floor, 
though little else was found of these structures 
(Barako 2007a, 23).181 Stratum VIII Building B was 
destroyed, as a layer of debris 0.9m thick separat-
ed it from Stratum VII. As Barako states: ‘A thick 
destruction layer, comprised mostly of fallen mud-
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
Building B’ (Barako 2007c, 242). There was a lack 
of any evidence of burning, and Building B was 
rebuilt as its layout remained the same, though 
Buildings C and D seem to have gone out of use. 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
original excavators believed that this destruc-
tion event was caused by an earthquake (Barako 
2007a, 25).
With the rebuilding of Building B, the site 
continued to exist until Building B was again de-
stroyed at the end of Stratum VII. This destruc-
tion is described as: ‘A heavy destruction layer, in 
 places as thick as 1.5 meters, covered the buildings 
of Stratum VII. Although thickest in the north of 
Building B, this layer was exposed in every room 
excavated. Unlike the collapse that separated 
Strata VIII and VII, it contained a large amount 
of ash and burnt mudbrick. Apparently the site 
????????????????????????????????????????????????-
tion, as evidenced by a thin, superimposed layer 
of windblown sand’ (Barako 2007a, 25). This de-
struction was attributed by M. Dothan to either the 
Egyptians in the punitive campaign of Merneptah 
or to the Israelites (M. Dothan 1993, 1073). How-
ever, Barako believes, given the continued pres-
ence of Egyptian pottery at the site, the Egyptian 
answer is unlikely. He states: ‘It is more reason-
able to suppose, instead, that attacks on Egyptian 
garrisons (such as Tel Mor) by rebellious Canaan-
ites (e.g. Gezer) prompted Merneptah’s campaign 
… If any group, then, is to claim responsibility for 
the destruction of Stratum VII, it should probably 
be the Canaanites’ (Barako 2007c, 242).
Building B was abandoned for a period of time 
and was not rebuilt. Occupation was renewed at 
181 It is unclear if Buildings C and D should be dated to 
Stratum VIII or VII.
the site with the construction of Building F in Stra-
tum VI. Building F was to the east of Building B, 
with the western edge of Building F resting on 
the destroyed remains of Building B’s eastern side 
(??? ????). This building was described by Dothan 
as a migdol as it was a square building with mas-
sive 4m thick walls (M. Dothan 1993, 1073). The 
building seems to have had a second story which 
would have been reached via a ramp. To the west 
???????????????????????????? ????????????????????
with slag and bronze splatter, indicating that the 
area was used as an open air smelting area, as no 
walls were found in association with the furnaces. 
A partial building called Building G was also un-
covered; however, only a poorly preserved corner 
of the building was found (Barako 2007a, 26–30). 
Building F was also destroyed. Barako describes 
it saying: ‘Stratum VI also ended in destruction. 
Numerous whole or almost whole vessels lay 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
in Room 71. On top of these vessels were fallen 
mudbricks and ten more broken pots, which, tak-
en altogether, indicates a second story. After this 
destruction, Ramps 94 and 95 fell out of use, as did 
Building G’ (Barako 2007a, 26–30). No reason or 
cause for this destruction was given.
Following this destructions of Building F at 
the end of Stratum VI, it was rebuilt in Stratum V 
without the ramp as a new building, Building H 
was built over Ramp 95. Barako again describes 
the end of this stratum and building: ‘Because 
there is no mention of a destruction level having 
ended Stratum V, it is best to assume that its build-
ings, particularly Building F, simply fell out of 
use. In the succeeding strata (VI–I), the character 
of the site changed considerably. A single massive 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
preceding strata (IX–V). Instead, the settlement be-
came more open with relatively little architecture’ 
(Barako 2007a, 32). There were only sparse re-
mains of the following Stratum IV and it may have 
been a reuse of the structures from Stratum V; it 
too ends seemingly without destruction (Barako 
2007a, 32 f.). With all of this, there remains the 
question, what caused the destructions events at 
the end of Stratum VII and VI?
There are several factors which must be tak-
en into account when examining these destruc-
????????????????????????????????????????????????????
Tell Irbid 181
pottery continued to develop in a steady pattern 
throughout Strata IX through V without any signs 
of significant change. This is even true moving 
into Stratum IV as while there was the disappear-
ance of Egyptian and Egyptianised pottery along 
with the introduction of some Philistine wares, 
there remains a strong continuation of the local 
‘Canaanite’ ceramic tradition (Barako 2007b, 45 f.). 
Likewise, Egyptian and Egyptianised pottery was 
found throughout Strata IX through V. In Strata IX 
and VIII, Egyptian and Egyptianised pottery repre-
sented 4% of the total assemblage, this doubled in 
Stratum VII to 9%, increased again in Stratum VI to 
15% and dipped in Stratum V to 10%. Some Egyp-
tian and Egyptianised pottery was found in the 
following strata; however these sherds most like-
ly came from Strata IX through V (Martin/Barako 
2007, 149 f.). Moreover, no locally made LH IIIC:1b 
pottery was found at the site. Philistine Bichrome 
and Ashdod ware was found in Stratum IV–III; 
however, it is only 6% of the total assemblage, and 
??????????????? ?????????????????????????????????-
tors collected all decorated sherds (Barako 2007b, 
69). Thus, throughout these strata, there is a gener-
al cultural continuity, and even the disappearance 
of Egyptian and Egyptianised pottery is not associ-
ated with any of these destruction events. Rather, 
it is associated with the abandonment of the site. 
What then might have caused these destruction 
events? The possible answer may lie in the Egyp-
tian construction technique used to build Build-
ings B and F.
Both Building B and Building F were built in a 
traditional Egyptian style, that is, without a stone 
foundation. Moreover, both buildings were built 
with a foundation layer of sand (Barako 2007a, 
20, 26). Being constructed on sand, the buildings 
would have both been more prone to damage by 
earthquakes. As Marco describes for the Area G 
gate at Megiddo: ‘The gate has no foundation, a 
fact that could have made it particularly vulner-
able to seismic activity’ (Marco et ??? 2006, 570). 
The same would have been true for both of these 
buildings, as a foundation of sand would have 
made them more prone to earthquakes and other 
types of natural destructions. As Brandl noted, the 
use of sand as a foundation may have also allowed 
for water to seep below the foundation, causing 
structural weakness (Brandl 2010, 254). He goes on 
to point out that this was likely part of a founda-
tion ritually referring to Weinstein’s sixth act of an 
Egyptian foundation ceremony ritual (Weinstein 
1973, 5 f. cited in Brandl 2010, 254 f.). To para-
phrase from Matthew 7:24–27, it was the foolish 
man who built his house on sand rather than on 
rock, as it is clear from the parable that a sand 
foundation would not allow a house to stand up 
to a storm. Thus, given this information, it would 
be likely that both the Stratum VIII and VI destruc-
tion events were caused either by earthquakes or 
some other natural disaster. There is no evidence 
of warfare, there is no evidence of burning, and 
there is cultural continuity to both following stra-
ta. This leaves then the destruction of Stratum VII. 
Like Strata VIII and VI, there is no evidence of 
warfare in the destruction of Stratum VII. While 
???????????????????????????????????????????????-
tion, there was strong cultural continuity at the 
site both in the local ‘Canaanite’ pottery and in the 
Egyptian and Egyptianised pottery. While there is 
no clear answer for the cause of this destruction, 
given the above information, a natural cause is 
????????????????????????????????????????????????????-
ural?’ and Stratum VI is classified as ‘Natural: 
Earthquake?’.
5.47. Tell Irbid
Little has been published of the LBA remains from 
Tell Irbid. On the west side of the tell, domestic 
structures were found built over MBA structures, 
and on the south west side, a public complex dat-
ing to the LBA was uncovered, called Structure I. 
Evidence of fire was found in this structure, as 
wooden beams were burned causing the collapse 
of the mudbrick superstructure. One room con-
tained burnt lentils, olives, grains, and possibly ol-
ive oil. The excavators place this destruction event 
to 1200 BC and to a natural cause (Lenzen/Gorden/
McQuitty 1985, 153–155; Lenzen 1997, 181). How-
ever, 14C dates of the grain, which most likely was 
from the time of destruction, place the date of the 
event at the latest to 1260 BC (Strange 2008, 284). 
Therefore, it is uncertain if Tell Irbid should be 
included in a list of sites destroyed at end of the 
LBA. After this destruction event, the debris was 
levelled off and minor industrial and domestic 
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structures were built with a new construction 
technique (Lenzen 1997, 181). The cause of this 
destruction is unclear from the current published 
evidence. Given the burnt food, it was most like-
ly sudden; however, this could either represent a 
natural disaster, an accident, or an assault on the 
????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
‘Unknown’.
5.48. ?????????? 
Only meagre remains of the end LBA at ?????????? 
(Tell Keisan) have been uncovered (see Millek 
2017, 125 for a full discussion). A brick building 
from Stratum 13 suffered some destruction attest-
ed to by debris; however, little more can be said. 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
as ‘Unknown’.
5.49. ????????????
Much as at ??????????????? (Tel Nami), little can 
be said of the end of the LBA at ??????????? (Tel 
Qashish). The majority of what is known is based 
on a single square S/18 found in Area A, as there 
is no strong evidence to say that there was a LBA 
occupation in Area B. The material that was un-
covered in Area A was disturbed by events during 
Israel’s War of Independence in 1948, where sev-
eral trenches were dug and a cement bunker was 
constructed in the area. This disturbance of the 
remains was compounded, as the LBA materials 
were found close to the surface and were severe-
ly damaged by erosion and ploughing (Ben-Tor/
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
stratum was Stratum VI dated to LB IIA, and this 
was found mainly in two squares which ended 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
276). Stratum V may be the last LBA stratum; how-
ever, as it was found in a square, and given that 
the walls found in this area could date  either to 
????????????? ??? ????????? ????????????????????????
 little can be said of the end of the LBA at Tell 
? ?????. The ceramic assemblage in Stratum V does 
appear to be reduced from Stratum VI. However, 
the ceramic assemblage for Stratum V was creat-
??????????????????????????????????????? ???????????
does not represent the whole assemblage (Ben-
Tor/Bonfil 2003b, 331, 337). As the excavators 
state: ‘We therefore suggest that Stratum V repre-
sents the latest LBA occupation of the site, while 
Stratum IV should be dated to Iron I. It should be 
recited, however, that due to the limited extent 
of the excavation, the severely damaged state of 
the walls, and the highly disturbed nature of the 
ceramic assemblage attributed to Strata V–IV, the 
above observations should be treated with reser-
vation.’ However, Ben-Tor has stated that: ‘Traces 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????-
ment (layers of ash, brick rubble, and an abun-
dance of pottery) are evident wherever remains of 
the period have been uncovered’ (Ben-Tor 1993b, 
1203). Nonetheless, despite this being said, there is 
no other description of a destruction event.  Given 
the fragmentary nature of the remains and the 
limited area they were uncovered, it is unknown 
if there was a clear destruction at the end of the 
LBA, or how this transition took place. Therefore, 
??????????????????????????????????????????
5.50. ???????????
Little is known of the LBA at ?????????? (Jokne-
am), as much of the LBA material either lies cov-
ered by the Iron Age remains or was completely 
removed by builders in the Iron Age. Thus, the 
discussion is based on a limited area found outside 
of the Iron II walls (Ben-Tor 1993a, 808). What is 
known comes from two excavations Area A4 and 
A1. After an approximately 100 year occupational 
gap following Stratum XX, occupation resumed at 
the site in both Areas A4 and A1 in Stratum XIXb 
(Ben-Tor/Ben-Ami 2005, 241 f.). In Area A4 Stra-
tum XIXb, the excavation uncovered a large dwell-
ing structure which yielded artefacts attesting to 
its domestic nature, such as grinding stones and 
other household objects (Ben-Ami 2005a, 151–153). 
Likewise, a stone paving which most likely served 
as a courtyard was found in Area A1, though few 
architectural remains were found in this area 
from this phase. A dark layer of ash was found 
covering this phase in Area A1; however, no evi-
dence of destruction was found in Area A4 from 
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the same phase (Ben-Ami 2005a, 162; Ben-Tor/Ben-
Ami 2005, 242). There is too little information to 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
was found in only a small area, it was most likely 
natural or accidental.
?????????????????????????????????????????????-
eral continuation in the architecture and the ce-
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
continued to use the same plan as the phase pre-
vious, with only minor changes and the raising 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
in Area A1, as there was an attempt to revive this 
portion of the site, with floors raised and walls 
repaired, though there is no evidence of new 
construction. The excavators take this as a pos-
sible sign of decline which could also be a possi-
ble sign of crisis, though this is unclear (Ben-Ami 
2005a, 154, 162, 164; Ben-Ami 2005b, 187). What 
has been found of Stratum XIXa was destroyed in 
????????? ???????????????????????????????????????
uncovered in Area A4. Brick collapse was found in 
the structure and was also uncovered in an alley-
way found next to it. In Area A1, they uncovered 
a burnt layer; however, the physical evidence for 
destruction is stronger in Area A4 (Ben-Ami 2005a, 
154, 164). Ben-Ami suggests that the destruction 
may have been abrupt given the numerous intact 
and nearly intact vessels (Ben-Ami 2005b, 183); 
however, there is too little evidence to come to any 
solid conclusions, whether the site was burned 
????????????????????????????????????????????????????
????????????????????????????????????????????????
by a different settlement pattern in Stratum XVIII. 
???????????????????????????????????? ???? ??????
(Ben-Tor 1993a, 808 f.; Zarzecki-Peleg 2005a, 35; 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
5.51. Destruction in the Southern Levant at 
the End of the LBA: Conclusions
The question which is the focus of this chapter 
is, did the destruction of cities and towns cause 
a breakdown in interregional exchange and thus 
the collapse? To examine this question in detail, 
54 destruction events dated roughly between 1250 
and 1130 BC were examined with the goal of clas-
sifying both the scale of the event and the cause, if 
possible, while noting the pre and post destruction 
conditions at the site. The answer, though, to this 
question, based on this examination, is not sim-
ply yes or no. For some sites, the answer could be 
claimed to be yes, such as the destruction which 
brought about the end of the LBA at Hazor. Cer-
tainly interregional exchange ceased at the site 
after this destruction event; however, this is be-
cause the settlement at the site ended with the 
destruction until later in the Iron I. Therefore, 
yes, interregional exchange did stop after the de-
struction, but the more likely cause of this cessa-
tion is that the site was already under crisis before 
it was destroyed. It was this crisis, coupled with 
the destruction, which caused the abandonment 
of the site, which in turn meant interregional ex-
change ceased. Therefore, it is not likely that the 
destruction itself was the true cause of the cessa-
tion of interregional exchange at Hazor, but rath-
er it were the pre-existing social conditions, which 
caused the site to be abandoned after the destruc-
tion event, which in turn meant that there was no 
longer anyone to participate in interregional ex-
change (see ????? and Appendix I).
For 17 sites,182 the answer is clearer, as de-
struction did not play a role in the cessation of 
interregional exchange due to the fact that, from 
the current material, there is no evidence of de-
struction. While in the past these sites have been 
cited as being destroyed at the end of the LBA, 
these destruction events were either misdated, 
misidentified, or assumed to exist based either 
on the lack of evidence or poor material remains. 
Thus, even for a site such as Ashkelon which may 
have been the main entry point for Cypriot pot-
tery during LB IIB, there is no evidence that the 
site was actually destroyed. Thus, the cessation 
of Cypriot exchange with Ashkelon was not due 
to the supposed destruction of the site, but rather 
would have been caused by other factors.183 The 
same can be said for ??????????????, which both 
at the end of the LBA and during the Early Iron 
Age had a strong exchange with Egypt, one which 
182 ????????? ????, ????????? ????, Acco, el-? ????????????
Airport Structure, Ashkelon, ??????????????, ??????????????, 
?????????????(Gath), ???????????, ????????????, ??????????, Tel 
Mevorakh, Tel Michal, Khirbet Rabud, Shiqmona, and ???????
?????????????.
183 See the discussion in the following chapter.
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continued from one period to the next with no evi-
dence of destruction in between, meaning interre-
gional exchange never ceased at the site (Gilboa 
2015). In Jordan, there is also little evidence to sug-
gest that destruction was the cause of the decline 
in interregional exchange. At the Amman Airport 
Structure, there is little to indicate that the build-
ing was indeed destroyed at the end of the Late 
Bronze and was likely abandoned after becoming 
a squatters’ residence. Moreover, interregional 
exchange at the site was likely far less during the 
13th cent. BC than in the 14th cent. BC when the ma-
jority of the non-local items presumably arrived 
at the site. The cause of the downturn in interre-
gional exchange at the site was again not because 
of a destruction event, but because of a social issue 
at the site, which resulted already in a downturn 
in exchange, followed by a period of crisis where 
the building’s original function was lost, which in-
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
rather than destruction being the cause. There-
fore, for these 17 sites, there is no evidence to 
suggest that a destruction event was the cause of 
the decline or cessation of interregional exchange 
at the end of the LBA, as there is no evidence of a 
destruction.
Aside from these 17 sites which have no evi-
dence for a destruction event, there are still  other 
sites which, while having a destruction event, 
have little evidence to support that these events 
caused a cessation of interregional exchange. 
One example is Lachish, a site which has yielded 
large amounts of non-local materials including the 
most Cypriot sherds in the entire Southern  Levant. 
At the end of the 13th??????????????????????????????
Area S and the ritual termination of the Fosse 
Temple III would not have been cause for inter-
regional exchange to cease at the site. Moreover, 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
Level VI took place after interregional exchange 
with Cyprus and Greece had already ceased.184 
Thus, even though this destruction event brought 
about the abandonment of Lachish for some 300 
years, it cannot have been the cause for the ces-
sation of interregional exchange at the site, as it 
happened after the fact. The same can be said for 
184 See the following chapter.
the destruction events at both Megiddo and Beth-
Shean, which occurred well after interregional 
exchange with Cyprus and Greece came to an end. 
Therefore, any site whose destruction event oc-
curred in the mid to late 12th cent. BC cannot be 
associated with the end of interregional exchange, 
which includes ????????????? , ????????????????, Tell el-
? ???? Phase 12, ?????????? ???? and ?????????? Stra-
tum VI. If interregional exchange with areas such 
as Cyprus and Greece had already come to an end 
before the destruction event occurred, then the 
destruction, no matter the cause, cannot be associ-
ated with the end of interregional exchange.
Moreover, for some sites, the developing so-
cial situation at the site was more likely to be the 
cause of cessation of interregional exchange than 
the destruction event which took place at the site. 
For ????????? ???? Phase 14, Building C was already 
a squatter’s house, no longer maintaining its orig-
inal function by the time it was likely destroyed 
in an earthquake, the same with the building at 
?????????????? which too had become a squatter’s 
house before being destroyed. Both of these sites 
were already under crisis, and both structures had 
lost their original function, and it is likely that if 
any interregional exchange occurring at either 
site was brought to an end, it was due to the cri-
sis, not to the destruction. The same can be said 
of ????????????? which also went through a phase 
of crisis before being destroyed. It is more likely 
that the social crisis which changed these sites to 
squatters’ settlements or buildings showing crisis 
architecture would have been the reason for a ces-
sation of interregional exchange, rather than the 
destruction event which brought an end to these 
sites under crisis. This is similar to the discussion 
of Hazor mentioned above. While Hazor was de-
stroyed in the mid-13th cent. BC before interre-
gional exchange with Cyprus and Greece came to 
a complete halt, the site was under crisis and al-
ready partially abandoned before it was ever de-
stroyed. It is this crisis at the site, which is more 
likely to be the cause of a cessation of interregion-
al exchange, which was brought about completely 
when the site was abandoned after being partially 
destroyed. However, again, it is reasonable to con-
clude that the reason for the abandonment of the 
site was more related to the pre-existing crisis and 
??????????????? ???????????????????????????????
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Similarly, there are several sites where there 
is little evidence of destruction. Ashdod, for exam-
ple, has very little evidence of a destruction event 
at the end of the LBA. As Yasur-Landau states: ‘In 
Ashdod, there is no real evidence for destruction’ 
(Yasur-Landau 2010a, 340). Given this, a destruc-
tion event is not likely to have been the cause of a 
cessation of interregional exchange. The same can 
be said of other sites as well, such as Gezer XIV, 
where there is again little evidence of destruc-
tion,185 ???????????, which only has partial evidence 
of a destruction event, or Tel Miqne/Ekron, Tell 
??????????, and ????????????? which only have evi-
dence of a Single Building destruction. Thus, again, 
for these sites there is too little evidence for a de-
????????????????????????????????????????????????????
site was destroyed, and secondly that these events 
were the cause of the cessation of interregional ex-
change at the sites.
There are of course some instances in which, 
because of the nature of the remains, it is im-
possible to know if a possible destruction event 
was the cause of the break in interregional ex-
change. These sites are: ??????, ???????????????, 
Beth-Shemesh, ?????????????, ??????????, and Umm 
ad-Dananir. Until further information is made 
available or further excavations uncover addi-
tional evidence of the end of the LBA, it cannot 
be known if a destruction event was actually the 
cause of a cessation of interregional exchange at 
the site. However, for a site such as Beth-Shemesh, 
this is still unlikely, as the Iron I site was recovered 
after the possible destruction (Bunimovitz/Leder-
man 2009, 116–123).
A site whose destruction could be associated 
with the cessation of interregional exchange is 
???????????????????????? ???? ?????????????????????
at Aphek. The destruction of Stratum X-12 was not 
preceded by any sort of crisis or abandonment of 
the site, and was seemingly destroyed in an act of 
war. The single building was burned with its con-
tents intact, and after the destruction of Palace VI, 
185 Which too followed a period of crisis, which again 
would be more likely a candidate for a break in internation-
al exchange than a destruction event. As will be discussed 
in the following chapter from LB IIA to LB IIB, Gezer under-
went a drastic decrease in the amount of Cypriot pottery 
found at the site.
the site was abandoned for a period of time un-
til it was later re-inhabited during Iron I (Millek 
2017, 121 f.). It could be said that this destruction 
event was the cause of the break in interregional 
exchange at Aphek, as the site was abandoned af-
ter its destruction and not re-inhabited until inter-
regional exchange with areas such as Cyprus and 
Greece had already ceased. However, an aspect 
which is commonly ignored, and which has al-
????????????????????????????????????????????????????
the date when interregional exchange ended in its 
relation to the date of the destruction events.
In the following chapters, the chronological 
development of interregional exchange during 
the LBA and the Iron I period will be examined 
through many types of non-local material culture. 
Three of the largest suppliers of non-local objects 
were Cyprus, as evidenced by Cypriot pottery, My-
cenaean Greece, again seen in Late Helladic pot-
tery, and Egypt, likewise seen in imported pottery, 
but also in stone vessels, Egyptian amulets, and 
Nile perch. The questions which will be examined 
in detail in the following chapter are: was there 
a decrease in interregional exchange witnessed 
by these objects, and when? For Cyprus, while it 
has been commonly assumed that interregional 
exchange ended at the end of the 13th cent., this is 
not entirely true. Cypriot exchange took a drastic 
downturn at the end of the 14th cent. and contin-
ued on this development, petering out over the 
course of LB IIB. Thus, for Cypriot exchange, the 
evidence from the ceramics suggests that destruc-
tion events at the end of the 13th cent. were far too 
late to have affected it, as the drastic decrease in 
Cypriot exchange occurred a hundred years prior. 
For Late Helladic pottery, there is again a similar 
time problem, correlating a decrease in exchange 
with destruction events. Exchange with Myce-
naean Greece likely all but stopped by the end of 
LH IIIB1, dated to 1250/1225 BC. Even taking the 
late date of 1225 BC, this trend occurred well be-
fore the majority of the destruction events consid-
ered here. Moreover, of the three sites which have 
the highest amount of Mycenaean pottery,186 there 
is no evidence of a destruction at the end of the 
186 ????? ???? ?????, Amman Airport Structure, and 
Lachish.
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LBA Amman Airport Structure, and the Level VII 
destructions at Lachish cannot be associated with 
any break in interregional exchange, as discussed 
above. ?????????????? was not destroyed at the 
end of the LBA; therefore, a destruction event at 
the site could not have caused the breakup of in-
terregional exchange. Finally, exchange in Egyp-
tian items did not end with the LBA but contin-
ued mainly in the Carmel coast and in the Acco 
Plain. Thus, destruction at the end of the LBA did 
not bring about the end of Egyptian interregional 
exchange. Thus, taking the time of the cessation 
of interregional exchange into consideration, it 
demonstrates that these events occurred before 
the destruction events, or the interregional ex-
change did not end but changed in the Iron I peri-
od compared to the LBA.
This observation can also be applied to de-
????????????????????????????????????????????????-
ern Levant, but which could be assumed to have 
affected interregional exchange with the Southern 
Levant. For example, if one assumes that Ugarit 
played an important role in the interregional ex-
change of Cypriot or Mycenaean goods with the 
Southern Levant (Merrillees 1968, 200–202), then 
the destruction of Ugarit could have broken this 
chain of interregional exchange. However, this 
cannot be the case, as Ugarit was destroyed in ca. 
1185 BC (Yakar 2006, 35) after Cypriot and Myce-
naean exchange with the Southern Levant had all 
but ended. Thus, in this case, the destruction of 
Ugarit cannot have affected the interregional ex-
change of Cypriot or Mycenaean goods with the 
Southern Levant, as it occurred after the fact. The 
same can be said of destruction on Cyprus itself, if 
it is assumed that destruction on Cyprus was the 
cause of the break in interregional exchange be-
tween the island and the Southern Levant, based 
on the eight cited destruction events at the end of 
LC IIC and the beginning of LC IIIA (Karageorghis 
1992, 80). However, as noted above and as will 
be discussed in the following chapter, the true 
downturn and the beginning of the end of Cypriot 
exchange occurred at the end of the 14th cent. BC 
in the Southern Levant, not at the end of the 
13th cent. or the beginning of the 12th cent. BC. It is 
again a case of the slowing or cessation of interre-
gional exchange occurring before the destruction 
events, assumed to have brought about the end of 
interregional exchange.
One final aspect is of course destruction 
brought about by large overarching problems 
such as warfare or earthquake storms, a common 
theme in the causes of the end of the LBA. Con-
cerning earthquakes, there are only three destruc-
????????????????????????????????????????????????
as an earthquake induced event. These are the 
destructions of Beth-Shean Stratum S-3a, ?????????
? ????Phase E, and ????????? ???? Phase 14. There are 
two other possible destructions by earthquake Tell 
????? Stratum VI and ???????????????? Stratum XII; 
however, the evidence is currently inconclusive 
as to whether or not these sites were destroyed 
by an earthquake or by some other means. De-
spite claims of earthquake storms (Nur/Cline 2000; 
2001; Nur/Burgess 2008) wreaking havoc, there is 
little evidence to support large devastating earth-
quakes crippling the sites and major centres of 
the Southern Levant. Therefore, it is unlikely that 
earthquakes played a major role in the break-
ing up of interregional exchange in the Southern 
Levant.
There is also little evidence that warfare and 
the purposeful destruction of sites by ‘Sea Peoples’, 
Egyptians, or other groups played a major role 
either. Only four destruction events can be con-
vincingly attributed to human activity, with one 
of those being the ritual termination of the Fosse 
Temple III at Lachish. However, for Hazor Stra-
tum XIII and Stratum A1, ????????? ?????Phase 12, 
and Aphek Stratum X-12, these destruction events 
were likely brought about either as a direct act 
of war against the city or perhaps as a post battle 
destruction of the site. Nonetheless, there is little 
other evidence of widespread, site-wide or multi- 
building destructions which can be attributed to 
human activity. Moreover, as I have argued pre-
viously, there is little archaeological and histori-
cal evidence to suggest that the ‘Sea Peoples’ were 
responsible for the destruction of many of the 
sites in the Southern Levant. Even for a site such 
as Aphek, which has had its destruction attribut-
ed to the ‘Sea Peoples’, there is little evidence to 
support this claim. Following the destruction of 
the site and period of abandonment, the site was 
re-inhabited by the local ‘Canaanite’ population in 
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Stratum X-11, with no evidence of the ‘Sea Peoples’ 
or ‘Philistines’ at the site until Stratum X-10, when 
‘Philistine’ material culture appeared at the site, 
with no evidence of destruction of the local ‘Ca-
naanite’ site (Millek 2017, 121 f.).
Another commonly cited destructive agent at 
the end of the LBA is the Egyptian army led by 
Merneptah, or Ramesses III. However, while the 
archaeological record does not support large vi-
olent destructions at many sites throughout the 
Southern Levant, the Egyptian records also do 
not support this claim. Hasel’s study of Egyptian 
military activity and terminology from the XIX 
and XX Dynasties does not support the assump-
tion that Egyptian military policy was to destroy 
the cities or sites the Egyptian army encoun-
tered. His analysis reveals that the general fo-
cus of the Egyptian military was on open-terrain 
warfare, and upon subduing the enemy but not 
necessarily destroying the city or site. It is only 
occasionally mentioned that a wall or gate may 
have been partially destroyed in order to gain 
access to a site (Hasel 1998, 241–244). Moreover, 
there is no clear evidence from the textual ref-
erences of Egyptian activity destroying adminis-
trative, cultic, or domestic buildings, nor is there 
any evidence of the Egyptian army using large-
scale fires or conflagrations to destroy a site 
( Hasel 1998, 248–251). As Hasel states: ‘There is 
?????????????????????????????????????????????-
tion in the iconography of known reliefs. This in-
dicates that, overall, these references are rare in 
Egyptian literature and cannot be interpreted as 
a general military tactic of the Egyptians’ ( Hasel 
1998, 249). Hasel summaries by saying: ‘The tex-
tual and iconographic evidence indicates that 
Egyptians did not employ wide-scale and total 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
only in subduing them, bringing them back un-
der the control of Egypt, and taking the plunder, 
booty, and captives back to Egypt’ (Hasel 1998, 
253), going on to say that: ‘Egyptian military ac-
tivity is not the major factor for the destruction 
of sites in the transition [from the LBA to the Iron 
Age]’ (Hasel 1998, 254). Given this lack of textu-
al support, it is doubtful that Egyptian military 
actions resulted in large-scale destruction that 
would have hindered interregional exchange.
The general lack of evidence for destruction by 
either the ‘Sea Peoples’ or the Egyptians does not 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????-
change. In the Amarna letters, several instances of 
dangers to interregional exchange are mentioned, 
such as caravans being attacked multiple times, 
merchants being killed, and escorts requested for 
caravans (Moran 1992, 13 f., 16, 276; EA 7, EA 8, 
EA 199). However, none of these dangers ever put 
a halt to interregional exchange, and while it is 
likely that the same type of actions occurred at the 
end of the LBA, it is doubtful that it had any great 
effect on interregional exchange. Indeed, there is 
not likely a time or place in history where people 
were not robbed or killed.
5.52. Summary
From this survey of destruction events at the end 
of the LBA, there is little evidence to conclude that 
the destruction events were the cause for the de-
crease or cessation of interregional exchange in 
the Southern Levant. Whether the destruction was 
caused by warfare, earthquakes, or other factors, 
the current archaeological evidence does not sup-
port that these events were the crippling factor to 
interregional exchange in the Southern Levant. 
??????????????????????????????????????????????
be examined in detail in the following chapters, 
is that interregional exchange generally ended, 
or was all but ended, before the majority of these 
destruction events occurred. Moreover, several 
of the major centres such as Lachish and Megid-
do suffered destruction well after interregional 
exchange with areas such as Cyprus and Greece 
came to an end. Additionally, these events did 
not bring about the end of exchange with Egypt, 
which continued into Iron I. Therefore, the cause 
for the cessation or slowing of interregional ex-
change must be sought in other areas outside of 
destruction, some of which will be examined in 
the following chapters.
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6. The Non-Local Pottery in the Southern Levant from the Late Bronze Age to Iron I  
(Not Including Egyptian Pottery)
6.1. Introduction
The most ubiquitous and certainly most discussed 
and researched non-local material culture class is 
pottery. Coming mainly in the form of sherds with 
the rare whole vessel, non-local pottery makes up 
the vast majority of non-local materials. During 
the Late Bronze Age and Iron I, there are six re-
gions, from which pottery originated and found 
its way to the Southern Levant: Cyprus, Myce-
naean Greece, Crete, Western Anatolia, Arabia, 
and Egypt. In this section, I will present the Cyp-
riot, Mycenaean, Minoan, Western Anatolian, and 
Qurayyah wares. Egyptian pottery brought from 
Egypt also appears during the LBA and Iron Age; 
however, this material class will be discussed in 
the following section in connection to the other 
non-local materials which originated in Egypt. The 
material will be presented in the following order. 
First, the data from the database for one type of 
pottery followed by a discussion of this type, in 
conjunction with the previous research on it and 
the conclusion which can be drawn for each type. 
Once each type of pottery has been explored and 
????????????? ???????????????????????????????????????
????????????????????????????????????????????????????
the Southern Levant.
Before examining the information from the 
?????????? ?????????????????????????????????????
is, that I am well aware that the size of an exca-
vation, the amount of LBA and Iron I material ex-
cavated, the state of publication, the methods of 
the excavation, and many other factors will play a 
role in the ‘total’ numbers of non-local pottery and 
where concentrations of it may be found. This is a 
problem every archaeological endeavour faces, as 
not all sites have been well excavated or excava-
ted at all, nor have all excavations used the same 
 method of artefact collection, as some may have 
chosen not to keep body sherds of non-local pot-
tery while others may keep every small fragment, 
thus creating a skew. However, this is the nature 
of archaeological research, and the data investi-
gated here will be taken as representative, but not 
?????????????????????????????????????? ???????????
change the landscape of research, and the conclu-
sions presented here are subject to change.
Secondly, the numbers given here are again 
not concrete. Some sherds may have been missed 
in an off comment in a letter, and these numbers 
will change in the future. Whole vessels have been 
counted as a single entry, the same as a  single 
sherd, and if these vessels were counted differ-
ently, again the data would change from what 
is presented here. Moreover, for the following 
17 sites there are no precise published numbers 
for the amount of Cypriot pottery: Acco, Ashdod, 
Ashkelon, Beth-Shemesh, ?????????????? (Tel Dor), 
?????????????????????????????????? (Pella), ??? ??
? ??????, ????????????? (Tel Dover), ????????????? 
(Tel Jarmuth), ????????????, ???????????, ????? ???
????? (Tel Rehov), Tel Risim, and ??????????????. 
Some general numbers may be inferred for the 
unpublished materials at Ashkelon or Hazor, but 
for sites like Ashdod, Acco, and ??????????????,187 
no exact numbers can be given to these sites. How-
ever, in the reports which have been published, 
phrases such as ‘some sherds’, ‘some vessels’, and 
‘numerous’ appear. While the exact numbers can-
not be given, small stand in numbers have been 
given to these sites ranging from 3 to 10, with the 
number 3 given where it is stated there are ‘a few’ 
sherds, and 10 given to ‘numerous’. This means 
that while there are no exact numbers for these 
sites, they at least appear on a distribution map.188 
Finally, vessel shapes were not taken into account, 
nor the exact location of deposition, given the 
broad range of non-local materials investigated in 
this study. Consumption studies and studies which 
have examined the vessel forms have previously 
187 Other than the sherds already published by Balensi 1985.
188 216 sherds have been inferred based on the unpub-
lished data as discussed above distrubited among the 17 
sites as follows. Acco: 43, Ashdod: 41, Ashkelon: 20, Beth 
Shemesh: 3, ??????? ????????? ??? ??????? ??????? ??? ????????
????????????? ? ? ????????????????????????: 6, ?????????????: 1, 
????????????: 2, ???????????: 18, ?????????????: 6, Tel Risim: 6, 
????????? ????: 49.
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been conducted, and the results from this work 
will be presented in the discussion. With these 
considerations in mind, we begin with the Cypriot 
pottery.
6.2. Cypriot Pottery: Results
6.2.1. Distribution
There are approximately 10,237 published sherds 
and whole vessels of Cypriot origin in the South-
ern Levant found at 105 different sites (see  ???????). 
While the distribution of Cypriot pottery is wide, 
the concentration is not. 37% of all Cypriot pottery, 
based on sherd count, was uncovered at Lachish, 
with another 15% of all Cypriot pottery uncovered 
at ????????? ???. This indicates that 52% of all Cyp-
riot pottery comes from only two sites. However, 
if we also take the top 10% of all sites which have 
Cypriot pottery: Lachish, ????? ???? ???, Ashkelon, 
Hazor, ??????????, ???????????(Tel Mor), ?????????
????? , ??????????????, ?????????????? (Tel Batash/
Timna), and Gezer respectively, these ten sites rep-
resent 79% of all Cypriot pottery in the Southern 
Levant. Taking the next 10% of all sites: Megid-
do, Shechem, ??????????????? (Tel Haror), ????????
????? ? (Tel Sera’), Beth-Shean, Tel Mevorakh, Tell 
? ??? (Cemetery), ???????????? ? (South), ???????????
( Jokneam), Acco these ten sites contain 10% of all 
Cypriot pottery. The remaining 85 sites, 80% of 
all sites with Cypriot pottery, have the remaining 
11%. Thus, while there is a wide distribution of 
Cypriot pottery, it is concentrated in 10 sites, and 
mainly at Lachish, ????????? ???, and Ashkelon. This 
concentration is also represented in the geograph-
ic distribution of Cypriot pottery. Taking these 
three groups of sites as three tiers of concentra-
tion, of the ten sites with 79% of all Cypriot pot-
tery they are concentrated in the Southern Coastal 
Plain and the Shephelah, other than the two out-
liers Hazor and ????????? ????. The next ten sites 
with 10% of Cypriot pottery representing the sec-
ond tier of concentration are located mainly in the 
region of the Carmel, Acco Plain, and the Jezreel 
Valley, though three sites – ???????????????, ????????
????? , and ???????????? ?(South) – are in the south-
ern half of Cisjordan. Moreover, taking the eleven 
sites out of the top 20 sites located in the Southern 
Coastal Plain and the Shephelah or located south 
of the Yarkon River, the concentration of Cypriot 
pottery is clear, as 75% of all Cypriot pottery was 
found at these eleven sites. Of the 85 remaining 
sites, Cypriot pottery is widespread throughout 
Cis- and Transjordan. The significance of these 
three trends will be discussed below. Some com-
mon examples of Cypriot wares are white slip 
wares (????????), so called ‘Milk’ bowls (????????) and 
white shaved wares (????????) among others.
Of the 105 sites with Cypriot pottery in the 
Southern Levant, 95 are in Cisjordan, with ten 
sites in Transjordan. Of these ten sites in Trans-
jordan, only the Amman Airport Structure yielded 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
minor in comparison to the amount of Mycenae-
an pottery found at the site. Moreover, though it is 
the site with the highest amount of Cypriot pottery 
in Transjordan, it is ranked number 25 out of all 
sites with Cypriot pottery in the Southern Levant. 
Other than ????????????? (Pella), no other sites in 
Transjordan yielded more than 10 sherds. Thus, 
given this, while some Cypriot pottery did make 
???? ???????????????????????????????????????????????
yet anomalous Amman Airport Structure, little 
Cypriot pottery crossed the Jordan River.
6.2.2. Chronological Development
The chronological development of Cypriot pottery 
is of course complicated, as 34% of the assem-
blage cannot be put into a precise chronological 
framework, either because of the state of publi-
????????????????????????????????????????????????? 
and ????? ???). This portion of the assemblage 
dates to the MBA through the LBA, LB I–II, LB I–
Iron I, LB II, Iron I–II, Iron II and so on. Some of 
????????????????????????????? ??????? ???????? ?????
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
at Lachish in the Iron II period, but the wares are 
clearly LBA (Bunimovitz 2004, 1265–1268). Ceram-
ic counts and percentages in the remainder of this 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
study does not include detailed information of 
the MBA Cypriot ceramics. However, the develop-
ment of exchange with Cyprus began in MB IIA 
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and developed through MB IIB and MB IIC, with 
a particular concentration at ????????? ??? (Bergof-
fen 1989, 153–200; 2002; Papadimitriou 2013, 109, 
114).189 The periods covered by this database are 
???????????????????? ?????????????????????????????
Iron I. Further subdivisions within these periods 
will not be presented here (see Gittlen 1977; 1981; 
Bergoffen 1989; Papadimitriou 2013). These dates 
were determined based on the stratigraphic loca-
tion of the sherds and the date given this stratum 
or level by the excavators.
Continuing the trend begun in MB II, Cypriot 
pottery appears at 27 LB I sites with 1,072 sherds 
and vessels, representing 16% of the clearly dat-
able assemblage. However, out of these 1,072 
sherds and vessels, 618 or 58% of all LB I Cypriot 
pottery from the Southern Levant came from Tell 
???? ???. The next site with the closest amount of 
Cypriot pottery is ??????????????, which yielded 69 
sherds. Again, given the location of ????????? ???, 
the concentration of Cypriot pottery within the 
Southern Coastal plain and the Shephelah is clear. 
To the north, only Megiddo and Hazor yielded any 
189 See reference there in for studies on MBA Cypriot ce-
ramics in the Southern Levant.
‘large’ amounts of Cypriot pottery.190 ????????? ??? 
was thus the main port where Cypriot ceramics 
entered into the Southern Levant during LB I, as 
well as the main consumer of these goods, contin-
uing the trend begun in the MBA. The Carmel re-
gion, the Jezreel Valley, and Galilee again played a 
secondary role. However, the distribution of Cyp-
riot ceramics is greater in these regions than in the 
Southern Coastal Plain and the Shephelah. Cypriot 
pottery was also uncovered in four sites in Jordan, 
though only in small amounts. Again, while there 
is a distribution of this material over 27 sites, the 
????????????????????????????????????????????????-
resenting 88% of all Cypriot pottery from LB I. 
These sites are listed in rank order: ????????? ???, 
??????????????, Ashkelon, Hazor, Megiddo, ?????(Jatt), 
Lachish, Beth-Shean, Ashdod, and ??????????????
(Hanita).
The LB IIA represents the greatest influx of 
Cypriot ceramics into the Southern Levant as well 
as containing 53% of all Cypriot ceramics, num-
bering to 3,586 sherds and vessels, a 335% in-
crease over the previous period. 28 sites contained 
Cypriot pottery clearly dating to LB IIA; however, 
190 Hazor: 52 sherds. Megiddo: 41 sherds.
Fig. 6.1.  Late Cypriot White Slip Ware I–II (Courtesy of the Metropolitan Museum of Art) (left).
Fig. 6.2. Late Cypriot ‘Milk Bowl’ (Courtesy of the Metropolitan Museum of Art) (middle).
Fig. 6.3. Late Cypriot White Shaved Ware (Courtesy of the Metropolitan Museum of Art) (right).
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the concentration of this material is clearly in the 
Southern Coastal Plain and the Shephelah. LB IIA 
Lachish yielded the most Cypriot material for any 
site and any period, containing 2,489 sherds, or 
24% of the total assemblage from the entire LBA 
and 41% of the LB IIA assemblage. ????? ???? ??? 
also yielded a considerable amount of Cypriot ce-
ramics, with 494 sherds. Together, these two sites 
represent 83% of all Cypriot ceramics from LB IIA. 
The distribution of Cypriot ceramics decidedly 
shifts to the regions of the Southern Coastal Plain 
and the Shephelah, while some also penetrated 
deeper into the Central Hill Country. From this 
data, ????????? ??? remained the main port where 
Cypriot ceramics entered into the Southern Le-
vant, and the main consumer of these wares was 
the inland site of Lachish. Again, 94% of all Cyp-
riot pottery is concentrated in ten sites, being: La-
chish, ????????? ???, Gezer, Jerusalem, ??????????, 
el- Qubeibe (Burial cave), Acco, Jericho, ????? ????
????? , and ????????????? .
Cypriot pottery greatly deceases during LB IIB, 
though not in the number of sites it is distributed 
amongst. 1,328 Cypriot sherds and vessels have 
been uncovered in 29 LB IIB sites, representing 
20% of the assemblage. The amount of Cypriot pot-
tery decreased by at least 63% from the previous 
period. Again, Lachish yielded the most Cypriot ce-
ramics, with 551 sherds and vessels or 42% of all 
Cypriot ceramics from LB IIB. ????????? ????? pro-
duced the second most Cypriot ceramics, with 228 
sherds and vessels or 17% of the total LB IIB as-
semblage.191 Together, these two sites yielded 59% 
of all LB IIB Cypriot ceramics. Again, much as in 
LB IIA, the concentration of Cypriot ceramics is in 
the Southern Coastal Plain and the Shephelah, and 
a secondary concentration in the Carmel Region 
and the Jezreel Valley. Much as in the previous 
two periods, the top ten sites contain 87% of all 
Cypriot ceramics, being: Lachish, ???????????????, 
Beth-Shean, ??????????????, Amman Airport Struc-
ture,192 Beth-Shemesh, Ashdod (Southern Beach), 
191 Both of these sites and the Cypriot pottery from LB IIB 
will be discussed below as it is not certain if some of the 
 pottery from Lachish and ????? ?????????? dates before 
LB IIB.
192 These wares may also date before LB IIB. See below.
????????? ???, ??????????, and ??????????. While the 
distribution of these ceramics remained relative-
ly the same, the concentration was again mainly 
in a few key sites and principally in the Southern 
Coastal Plain and the Shephelah, though Beth-
Shean and the Amman Airport Structure stand out 
as having the highest concentrations for the Jez-
reel Valley and Jordan.
The Iron I period continues the drastic de-
crease of imported Cypriot pottery which began 
at the end of LB IIA, decreasing by 94% from the 
previous period.193 Cypriot pottery was found at 21 
sites including 173 sherds from Lachish. However, 
these sherds have not been taken into account, as 
all of them appear to be intrusive. As Bunimovitz 
states: ‘It seems, therefore, that the present assem-
blage of Cypriot sherds from Level VI should be 
considered intrusive, originating from Level VII or 
even earlier levels’ (Bunimovitz 2004, 1270). Thus, 
these sherds may have originated from LB IIB or 
even LB IIA and cannot be counted as Iron Age 
material. Excluding Lachish, this leaves 20 sites 
with a total of 82 sherds and vessels. The site 
????????????????????????????????????????????????
?????(Gath), where 25 sherds where uncovered, 24 
of which were clearly dated to the Iron IA period. 
?????????????  has the second most, with ten sherds 
dated to the Iron IA.194 Distribution of the materi-
al again remains mainly in the Southern Coastal 
Plain, the region of the Carmel and Jezreel Valley; 
however, other than at ?????????????(Gath) and Tell 
???????? , the concentration never gets higher than 
ten sherds or vessels, with ?????????????? having 
?????????????? ????????????????????????????? ??????
????????????????????????????????????????????????????
and seven sites with one sherd. How much of this 
is residual or true Iron I exchange is not clear, 
but will be discussed below.195 Moreover, as will 
be seen in the following section on Mycenaean 
193 81% if the intrusive Cypriot pottery from Lachish is in-
cluded.
194 Note: This does not include the Cypriot geometric wares 
which began to appear towards the end of Iron I. This study 
focuses on Early Iron I and not on the trends which began 
in Iron II.
195 Two Cypriot vessels found at Ashkelon from the mid-
12th???????????????????????????????????????????????????????
this period (Master/Mountjoy/Mommsen 2015).
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pottery, the LH IIIC pottery found in the Southern 
Levant from Iron I is likely all from Cyprus and 
not the Aegean. This can be taken into account 
as also demonstrating the continued minimal ex-
change with Cyprus at the beginning of the Iron 
Age.
6.3. Cypriot Pottery: Discussion
It goes without saying that the material presented 
???????????????????? ???????????????????????????
of which cannot be overcome. While matter of 
fact numbers can be seen in the database mate-
rial along with when these numbers appear, the 
reality is complicated. Lachish is a good example 
for several of these problems. One such problem 
is whether or not material is residual, such as that 
from the 13th and 12th cent. BC at Lachish. All of the 
Cypriot pottery from the 12th cent. BC is assumed 
to be residual from either the 13th cent. or the 
14th cent. BC, and even some of the material from 
the 13th cent. BC may too be residual (Bunimovitz 
2004, 1269 f.). How much material from other sites 
may be residual may alter the picture presented 
above. A second problem stems from the nature 
of the collections of pottery. The evidence from 
Lachish demonstrates how problematic the col-
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
can be. During the original excavations at Lachish, 
it appears that only whole vessels were collected, 
while sherds were either ignored or thrown away. 
Moreover, from the recent excavations led by Us-
sishkin, the sherds which were uncovered, while 
high in quantity, were very fragmented in quality, 
making stratigraphical or topological conclusions 
difficult (Bunimovitz 2004, 1269, 1271). It also 
means that, because of the extremely fragmented 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
pushed up when the number of whole vessels may 
have been much lower in reality.
Another problem which comes out of this, 
is the information that is lacking for crucial sites 
such as Ashkelon. Ashkelon has produced the 
third most Cypriot pottery of all sites in the South-
ern Levant, but this information has only vaguely 
?????????????????????? ??????????????????????????
the excavations during the 1920s, and have no or 
???????????????????????????????????????????????
missing (Bergoffen 1988). Thus, one of the most 
important sites for Cypriot pottery remains largely 
in the dark. Moreover, not all Cypriot pottery was 
made on Cyprus, as Bergoffen demonstrated with 
the Red Lustrous Wheelmade Spindle Bottles from 
Ashkelon (Bergoffen 2010; 2013; see also Bushnell 
2013, 325–328). However, it is again with these 
problems and considerations in mind that the in-
formation presented here can be compared to that 
produced in previous studies.
The distribution of Cypriot pottery in the 
Southern Levant, contrary to conventional thought 
(Artzy 2006b, 59), is in truth heavily concentrated 
in the Southern Coastal Plain, the Shephelah, and 
to some extent the Central Hill Country. Indeed, 
82% of all Cypriot pottery in the Southern Levant 
is found in the region south of the Yarkon  River196 
in Cisjordan. Of the remaining 18%, only 1% of 
Cypriot pottery was found in Transjordan, and 
4% found in northern Galilee, mainly at the sites 
of Hazor and ?????????????(Tel Dan). The remainder 
of Cypriot pottery was found scattered throughout 
the Jezreel Valley, Mount Carmel, the Acco Plain, 
and the Northern Central Hill Country; how ever, 
10% of this remaining 13% was found at only ten 
sites: ??????????????, Megiddo, Beth-Shean, Tel 
Mevorakh, ?????? ???(Cemetery), ??????????, Acco, 
??????????????, ????, and Shechem. Several conclu-
sions can be drawn from these  rather staggering 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
the most widely circulated non-local item dis-
cussed in this work, there is a disproportional 
concentration in the Southern Coastal Plain and 
the Shephelah. This would indicate that while Cyp-
riot pottery could travel and be used anywhere 
in the Southern Levant during the LBA, in the 
northern regions, these items would have been by 
and large rare in comparison to those sites in the 
more southerly regions. For example, the small 
‘Egyptian’ anchorage at ?????????? yielded twice 
as much Cypriot pottery than Megiddo, a much 
larger and far more ‘important’ site. What this in-
dicates is, that despite claims that Cypriot pottery 
196 Tel Michal being the only exception.
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was utilised generally as a sub-elite item through-
out the Levant,197 this is not the case.
Cypriot pottery was by and large consumed 
in the sites in the south of Cisjordan where it was 
likely widely available due to the continued ex-
change with Cyprus at ????? ???? ???, which con-
tinued from the MBA through LB IIA. Sites in the 
northern regions did yield Cypriot pottery, mainly 
the major centres such as ??????????????, Megid-
do, and Hazor. However, this was far less than in 
their more southerly neighbours. The same is true 
of sites in Transjordan. While some did utilise Cyp-
riot pottery, and it certainly was available, it was 
only in small amounts. This has several very im-
portant implications about exchange with Cyprus, 
as the evidence from the ceramic assemblage of 
Cypriot pottery in the Southern Levant would 
suggest that Cypriot exchange was likely centred 
at two sites, ????? ???? ??? from the MBA through 
LB IIA, and Ashkelon. It is possible that Ashkelon 
took over the little exchange which continued into 
LB IIB, as 55% of the 545 sherds and vessels uncov-
ered by Phythian-Adams were found in the upper-
most step underneath an ash layer which separat-
ed it from the following appearance of ‘Philistine’ 
pottery (Bergoffen 1988, 161). However, this is un-
certain due to the poor preservation and the ques-
tion of the type of habitation, if any at all, at Tell el-
? ??? during LB IIB (Kempinski 1993, 52 f.; Tufnell 
1993, 49–52). Thus, this has great implications, 
as exchange with Cyprus was likely not strong at 
northern ports such as ??????????????, ??????????
????, Acco, and ??????????????? (Tel Nami).
Artzy has argued that ????? ????????? was 
the main port of entry for Cypriot pottery in the 
Southern Levant. She states that ships from Cy-
prus stopped in the region of Mount Carmel, spe-
??????????????????????????, unloaded their goods 
there, and these were then trans-shipped over land 
to Hazor, Megiddo and to sites in the south such 
as Lachish (Artzy 2006b, 59). Based on the recent 
excavations at the site, she has also claimed that 
Cypriot pottery outnumbered Mycenaean pottery 
197 A. Sherratt/S. Sherratt 1993, 361–378; S. Sherratt 1998, 
292–313; 1999, 163–211; 2000, 82–98; 2003, 37–62; 2010, 
81–106; A. Sherratt/S. Sherratt 1991, 351–385; 1998, 329–343; 
Artzy 1985a, 135–140; 1997 1–16; 1998, 439–448.
by at least 40 to 1 and perhaps even competes with 
the total number of local wares (Artzy 2006b, 52; 
2007, 364). However, these statements appear to 
be in contradiction to the evidence of Cypriot pot-
tery distribution in the Southern Levant. While it 
is still likely that sites such as Hazor or Megiddo re-
ceived their Cypriot pottery from ?????????????? 
or some other northerly port, Lachish would have 
certainly received its Cypriot pottery from either 
????????? ??? or Ashkelon. Moreover, from the dis-
tribution of the pottery, it is highly unlikely that 
?????????????? or any port site in the Mount Car-
mel and Acco Plain regions were the main Cypriot 
ports of trade. Additionally, while the small excava-
tion at the site has produced more Cypriot pottery, 
this material is likely an outlier based on the con-
text of these newly found Cypriot objects, as they 
were found in the refuse area of one of the site’s 
anchorages. Artzy states: ‘It is likely that a good 
percentage of the pieces were refuse, damaged 
wares, thrown from the boats during or following 
the arrival. When the boats were anchored and 
the goods were unloaded, damaged ceramics from 
 either the journey or the treatment at the port 
were then thrown out and ended up in shallow 
water’ (Artzy 2007, 362). This explanation for the 
?????????????????????????????????????? ????????
were perhaps as high in quantity as local wares, as 
this explanation would suggest that not many local 
wares would be deposited in such a context. Thus, 
unless a tremendous amount of Cypriot pottery is 
uncovered and published from ??????????????, it 
cannot be considered the port of entry for Cypriot 
goods during the LBA based on the ceramic evi-
dence and general distribution.
Taking the ‘Egyptian’198 sites into consider-
ation, a general trend also emerges. There is a 
general concentration of Cypriot pottery at ‘Egyp-
tian’ sites; however, this is more likely to do with 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
of Cypriot pottery at ‘Egyptian’ sites. The majority 
of these sites fall within the southern half of Cis-
jordan, the main area of distribution for Cypriot 
198 ????? ????????? (South), ???? ????????, ????? ???????? , Tell 
???? ???, Jaffa, ??????????, Aphek, Beth-Shean, and Tell es-
????????.
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pottery, ‘Egyptian’ site or otherwise. Thus, high 
concentrations at ?????????????  and ?????????? are 
more likely to result from their location rather 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
?????????? being an anchorage for Ashdod. More-
over, as ????????? ??? maintained its exchange with 
Cyprus from the MBA, the high concentration of 
Cypriot pottery at the site is likely not due to an 
Egyptian presence. Rather, it is because of the 
continued development of exchange with Cyprus 
which had already been established in the MBA. 
Nevertheless, even with this geographic place-
ment of many of these sites, there was not always 
an utilisation of Cypriot pottery at more souther-
ly ‘Egyptian’ sites. Both Aphek, and ???????????? 
yielded little Cypriot pottery. Likewise, geography 
and the general trend that that Cypriot pottery 
was rather used in the south, would be the answer 
why Beth-Shean yielded relatively little Cypriot 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????-
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????
amount of Cypriot pottery, as ????????????? yield-
ed 23 sherds, and ???????????????? yielded only four 
sherds. Thus, it should not be surprising that little 
Cypriot pottery found its way to Beth-Shean, as it 
falls out of the main geographic region where this 
pottery was brought to the Southern Levant, and 
was on the fringe of the secondary sector which 
consumed a modest amount of Cypriot pottery, 
Mount Carmel, the Acco Plain, and the beginnings 
of the Jezreel Valley. Taking all this into considera-
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
of Cypriot pottery at ‘Egyptian’ sites in the sense 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
wares and products. Rather, the availability of 
these items, mainly in the south, created a concen-
tration at certain, but not all, ‘Egyptian’ sites, and 
was more to do with the availability of the items 
rather than anything else.
That being said, this does not mean that cer-
tain sites did not specifically consume Cypriot 
pottery. Hazor stands out as an outlier, having 
the fourth most Cypriot pottery in the Southern 
Levant yet falling well outside the regions of high 
concentration. It is likely that Hazor obtained its 
Cypriot pottery either from Sarepta in the north 
or ??????????????, both of which yielded more 
Mycenaean pottery than Cypriot pottery (C. Bell 
2006, 88–90, 109 f., 137). However, as both of these 
sites did not yield nearly as much Cypriot pottery 
as sites in the south, it must be the case that Cyp-
riot pottery was purposely utilised and brought to 
Hazor not because of its geographic location and 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
at the site. The same is likely true for other  larger 
centres in the northern regions of the Southern 
Levant such as Megiddo and ????????? ????. Cyp-
riot pottery was either exchanged at one of the 
coastal sites, such as ????????? ????? directly with 
Cyprus or with ????????? ??? in the south, and was 
utilised as ‘little luxuries’ (Bushnell 2013, 386) in 
small amounts.
This distribution pattern has several implica-
tions on the economic impact of exchange with 
Cyprus. The general conclusion is that pottery is 
not valuable enough in and of itself, having a low 
intrinsic value, to be the main cargo (Bergoffen 
1989, 290 f.; A. Sherratt/S. Sherratt 1993, 361–378; 
S. Sherratt 1998, 292–313), and in the case of Cyp-
riot pottery, it is assumed that lumber and copper 
were the main exports from Cyprus (Bergoffen 
1989, 290 f.; Keswani 1993; S. Sherratt 2000). How-
ever, both of these are generally ‘archaeological-
ly invisible’ and thus Cypriot pottery is taken as 
the stand-in for the exchange patterns for these 
 other Cypriot products. If this is assumed to be the 
case,199 and the Cypriot pottery is an indicator of 
exchange in these other products, then the ceram-
ic evidence dictates that this exchange was square-
ly centred at ????????? ??? and Ashkelon, and there 
was little exchange with Cyprus in the region of 
the Carmel and the Acco Plain during the LBA. 
Indeed, in every period of the LBA and the Iron I 
period, exchange with Cyprus is centred in the 
Southern Coastal Plain. In LB I, 77% of all Cypriot 
pottery was found in the south. The situation dur-
ing the following LB IIA period is even more dras-
tic, as 97% of all Cypriot pottery was found south 
199 As Papadimitriou gives a note of caution saying: ‘Since 
there is no consensus as to whether the circulation of pot-
tery in the MBA and LBA Mediterranean was an independ-
ent enterprise or subordinate to trade in metals and other 
precious materials, ceramic evidence should be used with 
great caution if inferences about the nature of maritime ex-
changes are to be made’ (Papadimitriou 2013, 124).
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of the Yarkon River. In LB IIB, this number only 
decreases slightly, as 84% of the datable material 
is in these southerly regions, and if the material 
from Ashkelon truly does date to the later part of 
the LBA, this number would be even more drastic 
than in LB IIA. Only in the Iron I period is there a 
more ‘even’ distribution, as 67% of the Cypriot pot-
tery was found in the southern half of Cisjordan, 
not including the 173 intrusive sherds from La-
chish. Therefore, if the pottery evidence is to be 
taken as an indicator of exchange in other mate-
rials, in all periods, exchange with Cyprus was fo-
cused in the Southern Coastal Plain where these 
products were then exchanged with sites inland. 
The more northerly sites lay outside of the gener-
al area of exchange with Cyprus. This is not to say 
they did not exchange with Cyprus; however, from 
the current evidence, it would indicate that it was 
not a strong focus of this region.
In some ways this is a contradiction to the ma-
terial found on the Uluburun ship which, as pre-
sented before, likely originated in the region of Tell 
??????????(Pulak 2010, 870; Goren 2013, 57–59). 
The 10 tons of copper on the wreck mainly origi-
nated from Cyprus, as well as the approximately 
155 pieces of Cypriot ceramics which would indi-
cate a stronger exchange with Cyprus. This leaves 
two options. Either the Cypriot pottery is not an 
indicator for exchange in other goods, and Cyprus 
exchanged with the port sites in Mount Carmel 
and the Acco Plain in archaeologically invisible 
material, or much of the Cypriot material on the 
Uluburun ship may have arrived in the Southern 
Levant via the Southern Coastal Plain or perhaps 
even Egypt, which has been suggested previously 
(Goren 2013, 59; Cline/Yasur-Landau 2007, 128–
130). However, if it is assumed in theory, as it has 
been presented in the past, that Cypriot pottery 
is an indicator for other types of archaeologically 
invisible material, then this indeed indicates that 
the latter of these two options may be true. If one 
throws away the notion that Cypriot pottery is a 
stand-in for other types of invisible exchange, then 
the archaeological evidence will be very weak in 
helping to construct a strong exchange connec-
tion between Cyprus and Mount Carmel and the 
Acco Plain. It then must simply be assumed to 
exist without much supporting archaeological 
evidence, if the pottery data is considered to be 
unrepresentative.
The chronological development of Cypriot 
pottery in the Southern Levant also raises several 
interesting facets of exchange with Cyprus during 
the LBA. First, unlike many of the other non-local 
materials classes to be discussed, Cypriot pottery 
??????????????????????????????????????????????-
tities during LB I. While most of this was focused 
at ????????? ??? and the southern half of Cisjordan, 
Cypriot pottery still arrived at sites in Jordan and 
throughout the north of Cisjordan. Cypriot imports 
then drastically increased during LB IIA, with the 
highest frequency during the entirety of the LBA. 
However, in the following LB IIB period, Cypriot 
pottery greatly decreased in the Southern Levant. 
Moreover, some or much of this pottery may not 
even be from LB IIB. As Gittlen notes in his cata-
logue of Cypriot pottery, for both ??????????????? 
???????????????????????? ??????? ??????????????-
mining the stratigraphical difference between the 
phases before the 13th cent. from the 13th cent. stra-
ta. Therefore, he placed all unclearly dated sherds 
into the 13th cent. (Gittlen 1977, 520, 529 Note 35). 
Thus, it is likely that some or even much of this 
pottery would be dated prior to the 13th cent. This 
may also be the case for some of the pottery from 
Lachish dating to the 13th cent. (Bunimovitz 2004, 
1269 f.). The same can be said of the 53 sherds and 
vessels from the Amman Airport Structure which 
may also date to LB IIA or prior (Mumford 2015, 
95). Given that these four sites represent 66% of all 
Cypriot pottery from LB IIB, the fact that some or 
much of the pottery from these sites may be dated 
to the previous century would further suggest that 
the pace of Cypriot exchange became a crawl dur-
ing LB IIB.
This drastic decrease in exchange was origi-
nally noted by Gittlen in 1977 (Gittlen 1977, 519), 
and again in 1989 by Bergoffen (Bergoffen 1989, 
211 f.). However, Gittlen’s original statement that 
there was a ‘Cessation of LC trade at the end of 
the LBA IIA’ (Gittlen 1977, 519), has been noted be-
fore to not be the case (Bunimovitz 2004, 1271; Pa-
padimitriou 2013, 118 f.), as is clear from the cur-
rent study of Cypriot pottery. Furthermore, Cypriot 
exchange did not entirely cease after the LBA, as 
the evidence from the LH IIIC pottery from the 
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Southern Levant was mostly produced on Cyprus 
(Cline 2007, 196; Mazar 2007, 571; S. Sherratt 2009, 
494), and two vessels dated to the mid-12th cent. BC 
at Ashkelon also seemed to originate in Cyprus, 
indicating some exchange still going on in the 
 Early Iron Age (Master/Mountjoy/Mommsen 2015, 
236–241).200 However, several key points must be 
taken from this evidence. While exchange with 
Cyprus did not end at LB IIA, it certainly was no 
?????????????????????????????????? ??????????????????
exact date of when this decrease occurred cannot 
be pinpointed, as Bergoffen notes; however, she 
also states that it is possible that the decrease be-
gan in the post Amarna Period (Bergoffen 1989, 
225). Moreover, as Merrillees and Bergoffen have 
 noted, Cypriot exchange with Egypt also stopped 
or decelerated after the Amarna Period (Merrillees 
1968, 201 f.; Bergoffen 1989, 211 f.). This is of great 
importance, as it affects many of the theories con-
cerning interregional exchange and the collapse of 
the Eastern Mediterranean at the end of the LBA.
Cyprus has generally been considered a key 
part of the interregional exchange during the LBA, 
and more so, that it was the marketer and maker 
of products meant for the sub-elite groups in the 
Levant.201 Moreover, the Cypriot economy was said 
to be largely based on foreign exchange. As Sher-
ratt states: ‘The basis of [the Cypriot] economy and 
livelihood was thus the creation and maintenance 
of essentially sub-elite markets for  added-value 
products’ (S. Sherratt 1998, 298). If this were the 
case and Cyprus acted as the lynchpin in the LBA 
economic interregional exchange system, then the 
collapse of the Cypriot economy, and thus those 
economies connected to it, should have occurred 
at the end of LB IIA,202 not the end of LB IIB. The 
reason for this is, there is little evidence of ex-
change with Cyprus in LB IIB from several regions. 
Egypt, as mentioned above, has little evidence of 
exchange with Cyprus, and the Southern Levant 
has a drastic reduction of exchange based on the 
pottery evidence. In the Aegean, while LH IIIB 
200 See also S. Sherratt 1998, 304–307; 2003, 46–48.
201 Artzy 1985a, 135–140; 1997, 1–16; 1998, 439–448; Knapp/
Cherry 1994, 165–167; S. Sherratt 1998, 292–313; 1999, 163–
211; 2000, 82–98; A. Sherratt/S. Sherratt 1991, 351–385.
202 Or the beginning of LC IIC.
represents a greater percentage of Cypriot objects 
over previous LH IIIA2, 23 Cypriot objects were 
found during LH IIIB (Cline 2007, 195), only 2% of 
what was found in the Southern Levant. Cypriot 
pottery was still exchanged in the Northern Le-
vant, though to what extent is not clear (Papadim-
itriou 2013, 119). However, as Bushnell has noted 
in her study of juglets, in the Northern Levant 
there are generally higher proportions of Myce-
naean than Cypriot juglets (Bushnell 2013, 357). 
Additionally, while Cypriot pottery is found on the 
southern and western coasts of Asia Minor, few 
Cypriot items ever seemed to have made their way 
to the Hittite heartland (Genz 2011, 321). All of this 
would suggest that exchange with Cyprus during 
LB IIB either stopped, greatly diminished, or is not 
archaeologically visible in both the Aegean and 
Central Anatolia.
If this is the case, and if the Cypriot economy 
was based on this exchange, according to the pot-
tery evidence, Cyprus should have collapsed at 
the beginning of LC IIC; if the Southern Levant de-
pended on exchange with Cyprus as an economic 
resource, it should have collapsed at the beginning 
of LB IIB. Yet, this is not the case. The process of 
‘collapse’ in the Southern Levant began some hun-
dred years after this and did not end until 1130 BC. 
Furthermore, Cyprus did not completely ‘collapse’ 
until 1100 BC, 200 years after their exchange 
with Egypt, and the Southern Levant either came 
to an end or a crawl.203 Thus, even though it has 
been suggested that it would appear that LH IIC 
or roughly the 13th cent. was the greatest period 
of Cypriot copper production (Kassianidou 2013, 
139), this was the exact period when there is  little 
evidence of Cypriot exchange with Egypt and the 
Southern Levant. Therefore, while it has been 
proposed that Cypriot ships carried copper ingots 
with small amounts of Cypriot pottery abroad to 
trade (Kassianidou 2013, 144), if this is the case, 
then little of this copper arrived in either Egypt or 
the Southern Levant, based on said pottery.
There are several main reasons which have 
been proposed for this drastic decrease in ex-
change with Cyprus after LB IIA. Gittlen proposed 
203 See discussion in Chapter 2.
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that the cause of this was either political or eco-
nomic events on Cyprus, or that a political break-
down occurred in the Southern Levant during the 
Amarna period, causing the break in exchange. Fi-
nally, he suggests that it may also have been due 
to the military campaigns of Seti I and Ramesses II 
(Gittlen 1977, 519; 1981, 51). Kromhalz, who noted 
that at the site of Tel Mevorakh, Cypriot exchange 
ended at the end of LB IIA, also posited that Egyp-
tian intervention in the region may have caused 
the decrease or stop in exchange. He also states 
that it may have been that, during the 13th cent. 
BC, Cyprus was more aligned with the Hittites 
and was therefore barred from exchanging with 
the ‘other side’ (Kromholz 1984, 20). As for Egypt, 
Merrilles suggested that Ugarit was the main port 
which received goods from Cyprus, which were 
then brought further south. However, when Ugarit 
became a vassal of the Hittites during the reign of 
Niqmad II, that exchange with Egypt ceased. More-
over, he goes on to say that according to this sug-
gestion, even though Egyptian and Hittite relations 
improved during the reign of Ramesses II, Cypriot 
pottery did not make its way to Egypt (Merrillees 
1968, 200–202).
The reason for the decrease in exchange 
with Cyprus is not archaeologically or historical-
ly clear. There are several problems associated 
with explaining the break in Cypriot exchange 
with both Egypt and the Southern Levant as be-
ing due to Hittite involvement in Cyprus or  Syria. 
If this was the case, then after the signing of the 
Silver Treaty in 1258 BC, there should have been 
a resurgence of exchange. However, this is not 
the case, and moreover, as discussed in chap-
ter 2, there is little evidence to suggest that the 
Hittites ever had control over Cyprus during the 
13th cent.  other than some boasting of Hittite rul-
ers. Therefore, this political reason does not ap-
pear to explain this break. Likewise, if Cypriot 
pottery came to Egypt or the Southern Levant by 
the way of  Ugarit, it is also unlikely that the Hit-
tite control over the city would have broken this 
exchange, barring the fact it is unlikely Ugarit 
had control over the Cypriot pottery exchange. 
????????????????????????????? ???????????????????-
est in a Cypriot pottery trade in Egypt, they could 
have obtained these objects through the Southern 
Levant, as some Cypriot pottery did still appear 
during the 13th cent. (Bergoffen 1989, 211 f.). Ad-
ditionally, if there was a great enough desire for 
these products in the Southern Levant, and if the 
‘Egyptian’ ports in the south had a moratorium 
on Cypriot exchange, this could have been picked 
up by ports in the Carmel or Acco Plain. However, 
this situation did not come to pass, as more Cyp-
riot pottery was still uncovered in the southern 
half of Cisjordan during LB IIB. It is also unlikely 
that the campaigns of Sety I or Ramesses II broke 
this exchange, as the avoidance of Cypriot pottery 
began well before this in Egypt and likely also in 
the Southern Levant. There are two likely causes; 
however, neither can be more than a suggestion, 
and one’s assumption will also change the mean-
ing of these suggestions.
??????????????????????????????????????????????????-
nomic changes on Cyprus were the cause for this 
breakdown. This may explain the gradual pulling 
out from these more southerly regions, begin-
ning in Egypt and then from the Southern Levant; 
however, what this change may be is unknown. 
It could be a breakdown in the ResourceComplex 
on Cyprus, which had the effect that interregional 
exchange with these regions no longer acted as a 
resource. Or, as Bushnell has suggested, after the 
decline in exchange with Egypt, the Cypriots ex-
changed with their closer neighbours such as the 
Northern Levant and Anatolia, taking advantage 
of their close proximity to the production centres 
(Bushnell 2013, 372). Outside of political or eco-
nomic changes on Cyprus, there is the possibility 
that the consumption patterns simply changed 
and that there was not a ‘decline’ in exchange, 
but rather a development in the want for these 
products in the Southern Levant and Egypt. As 
Bushnell also points outs for Cypriot juglets: ‘By 
the LBIIA, half of all juglets were imported, so that 
depositing Cypriot precious commodities as grave 
goods had become the norm rather than a luxury, 
???????????????????????????????status quo’ (Bush-
nell 2013, 373). Thus, the decrease in use of Cypriot 
ceramics during LB IIB could also be explained as 
a decrease in desire for these products. However, 
both of these suggestions have far-reaching theo-
retical consequences, yet both are centred on the 
ResourceComplex which allowed interregional 
exchange to take place between Cyprus and the 
Southern Levant.
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As mentioned before, one of the aspects of the 
ResourceComplex for interregional exchange is 
an ability to exchange, and this may have shifted 
on Cyprus due to political reasons which would 
cause a break in the ResourceComplex, no longer 
allowing interregional exchange between Cyprus 
and the Southern Levant. Secondly, is the need or 
want to exchange which, if the development in the 
use, consumption, and valuation of Cypriot pot-
tery shifted in the Southern Levant where there 
was no longer a need or want for these materials, 
the ResourceComplex would break down. Thus, 
the shift in Cypriot exchange is due to a shift in the 
 ResourceComplex. However, what this shift was 
and where it occurred is not clear at the moment.
????????????? ???????????? ????????????????????-
es occurred on Cyprus which caused them to no 
longer exchange with the Southern Levant or fo-
cus their attention on the Northern Levant, would 
then also indicate that Cypriot interregional ex-
change could not have been a crucial resource of 
the Southern Levantine economy. If it was, then 
again, the ‘collapse’ of the Southern Levant, or 
at least some sites thereof, should have occurred 
a hundred years before the general ‘collapse’ be-
gan around 1200 BC. This would also be the case 
with the second suggestion that a change in con-
sumption habits caused this break. If there was no 
longer a desire to use Cypriot products, and if the 
people of the Southern Levant could simply cut 
off this exchange, it could not have played a major 
economic role. However, both of these suggestions 
also rely on the assumption that the Cypriot pot-
tery exchange is also an indicator for exchange of 
Cypriot copper or other types of goods. If the Cyp-
riot pottery is not an indicator, and was indeed 
independent of exchange in metals or other goods 
between the island and the Southern Levant, then 
archaeology is silent on the matter. This would not 
throw away the Cypriot pottery evidence, as there 
is still a clear consumption pattern in the southern 
half of Cisjordan which slowed down considerably 
in LB IIB. Nevertheless, if this is not an indicator 
for other types of exchange, there are no other 
archaeological or historical records which dictate 
the nature and amount of exchange between these 
two regions, leaving archaeology silent on what it 
can say about the nature of Cypriot and Southern 
Levantine exchange in LB IIB.
Taking only the Cypriot pottery into consid-
eration, it is still unlikely that even this class of 
material ever played a large role in the economic 
spheres of the Southern Levant, even during the 
peak period of LB IIA. Both Gittlen and Bergoffen 
found that a general rule applied to Cypriot pot-
tery, that bowls were more common in habitation 
contexts while juglets were more common in fu-
nerary contexts (Gittlen 1981, 52–55; Bergoffen 
1991, 64 f.). The bowls used in domestic contexts 
???????????????????????????????? ?????????????????????-
ly held perfumed or aromatic oils, though this is 
not certain, and were placed in burials (Gittlen 
1981, 52; Bergoffen 1989, 288; Chovanec/Bunimo-
vitz/Lederman 2015, 184).204 However, despite 
their popularity, mainly in the southern half of 
 Cisjordan, Cypriot ceramics and their contents 
were likely of moderate value.205 As Bergoffen 
notes, Cypriot ceramics have been found in con-
texts that were: ‘used by rich and poor alike’ (Ber-
goffen 1991, 69). She goes on to state: ‘Late Cypri-
ot vessels probably circulated freely because they 
were only of modest value. The large quantities 
of such wares in Egypt‘s province in southern Ca-
naan signals a brisk trade in those items, but not 
???????????????????????????????????????????????-
fen 1991, 73). Thus, even if the Cypriot ceramics 
represent an exchange in and of themselves, the 
decline in this exchange at the end of LB IIA would 
not have had a large impact on the development 
of the society in the Southern Levant. Moreover, 
much as Bushnell noted, by the end of LB IIA, 69% 
of all clearly datable Cypriot juglets had arrived in 
the Southern Levant. It is likely that by the middle 
of the 14th cent. BC, Cypriot pottery was no longer 
an exotic item; rather, it had become part of the 
 status quo.
204 Merrilles originally proposed that the Base Ring juglets 
contained opium and thus were popular for their drug con-
tents; however recent residue analysis of Base Ring I juglets 
from Beth-Shemesh indicate that these containers carried 
aromatic oils (Merrillees 1968, 145–157; Chovanec/Bunimo-
vitz/Lederman 2015).
205 Artzy has also noted that during the LH IIB the quality 
of the White Slip wares decreased (Artzy 1985b). This per-
haps could also be a factor in the decreased desire to pur-
chase goods of lesser quality.
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6.4. Mycenaean and Minoan Pottery: Results
6.4.1. Distribution
Pottery from the Aegean206 found in the Southern 
Levant mainly originates from the Mycenaean 
Greek mainland, with only 3% of the total assem-
blage coming from Minoan Crete.207 Therefore, 
because the Minoan assemblage is so small, it will 
be included in the discussion with the Mycenaean 
pottery. Approximately 2,814208 Mycenaean and 
Minoan sherds and vessels have been uncovered 
in the Southern Levant at 81 sites (see table ???
and???)? Much like the Cypriot pottery, the major-
ity of these sherds are located in a few key sites 
which are the top ten percent. Eight sites – Tell 
?????????, Amman Airport Structure, Lachish, 
Hazor, Beth-Shean, Megiddo, ?????????????(Tel Dan), 
and ????????? ??? – have yielded 76% of all Aege-
an pottery in the Southern Levant. For Aegean 
pottery, the situation is generally reversed from 
Cypriot pottery distribution. Sites in the northern 
part of the region including the Carmel, the Acco 
Plain, the Jezreel Valley, Upper Galilee and Jordan 
yielded more Mycenaean pottery than the South-
ern Coastal Plain and the Shephelah. Lachish 
stands out as an outlier in this trend, having the 
third most Mycenaean sherds or 13% of all My-
cenaean pottery in the Southern Levant. ?????????
????? has the highest concentration of Aegean 
pottery with some 743 sherds and vessels, though 
this number has surely grown, since Balensi re-
ported there were ‘over 700 Aegean imports’ in 
1985 (Balensi 1985, 67). However, ?????????????? 
certainly stands out in the Southern Levant, as it 
alone has yielded more Aegean ceramics than 73 
out of 81 sites combined. The following eight sites: 
Ashdod, Aphek, Acco, ??????????, ????????????, 
206 The Mycenaean and Minoan pottery results is based 
largely on the studies conducted by Leonard (1994) and van 
Wijngaarden (2002) who catalogued Mycenaean and Mino-
an ceramics in the Levant. More recent publications not in-
cluded in these two works have been included here.
207 Approximately 76 published sherds with some un-
counted sherds from Tell ???? ???? given the number 3 in 
the database totalling to 79 sherds.
208 Twelve of these sherds have been inferred based on 
the mention that Mycenaean pottery was found at ???????
???????, Acco, and Tell ????????? in small amounts. How-
ever, no numerical values were given in these publications.
Beth-Shemesh, Gezer and ??????????????? contain 
the next 13% of all Aegean pottery. Again, the 
trend seen in the Aegean pottery is generally re-
versed compared to the Cypriot, as the majority 
of these second tier sites are located in the South-
ern Coastal Plain and the Shephelah. This leaves 
only 11% of all Aegean pottery in the remaining 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
or less, and 25 of having only one sherd each. 
Thus, much like with the Cypriot pottery, there 
is a general concentration of Aegean ceramics at 
a few sites. The ten sites which yielded 50 sherds 
or more account for 80% of all Aegean ceramics 
in the Southern Levant. Common shapes include 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????) 
among others.
Ten sites in Jordan yielded Aegean ceramics, 
mainly Mycenaean pottery; however, other than 
at the Amman Airport Structure, the concentration 
was low. The Amman Airport Structure was also 
the only site in Jordan to yield any Minoan pottery. 
When taking all sites into consideration, there is a 
general reversal in the Aegean pottery distribution 
compared to the Cypriot using the same geograph-
ic markers, that is, with the Yarkon River gener-
ally being the dividing point for Cisjordan. In the 
reverse of the Cypriot distribution, 67% of all Ae-
gean pottery was uncovered in the Carmel region, 
the Acco Plain, the Jezreel Valley, Upper Galilee 
and Jordan, whereas the Southern Coastal Plain, 
the Shephelah and certain sites in the Central Hill 
Country account for 33% of all Aegean ceramics 
with 13% of this material at Lachish. This is in con-
trast to the Cypriot pottery, where 82% was found 
in the southern half of Cisjordan, leaving only 18% 
for the remainder of the Southern Levant.
One unusual site with a high concentration is 
the Amman Airport Structure which yielded ap-
proximately 486 sherds of mainly Mycenaean and 
some Minoan pottery, representing some 50–60 
vessels (Hankey 1974, 133). What makes the site 
more unusual is the early date of some of this 
pottery, as an LH IIA/B Palace Style jar was found 
at the site. Thus, not only is there a large concen-
tration of Mycenaean pottery at the Amman Air-
port Structure, there is also a long chronological 
history, as items that objects dating from LH IIA 
through to LH IIIB1 have been found in the struc-
ture (Mumford 2015, 96). Mumford has claimed 
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that this is possibly due to: ‘…particularly strong 
commercial ties with the Aegean, or possibly even 
the presence of Aegean merchants or perhaps 
mercenaries (?) in this region’ (Mumford 2015, 
103). He goes on to state that perhaps the building 
acted as a sort of tariff collection point, taxing car-
avans which went through the region and this is 
how it amassed its wealth. Moreover, he goes on 
to state that the site might have also redistribut-
ed some of this wealth to the local regional elite, 
while maintaining a high percentage of the goods 
which have been preserved because of three sep-
arate destruction events (Mumford 2015, 108 f.). 
These suggestions will be examined in the follow-
ing section.
6.4.2. Chronological Development
Tracking the chronological development of Myce-
naean pottery is best done by the LH period the 
vessel or sherd was produced in as the types allow 
for it, as many of the sherds cannot be dated to a 
single chronological period.209 For example, the 
700 sherds from ????? ??? ?????can only be dated 
209 For an overview of the development of Aegean pottery 
in the Levant examining the Minoan pottery in the MBA see 
Papadimitriou 2013.
to LB II while the dates provided by the manufac-
turing of the pottery give slightly better chronolog-
ical information. Likewise, the 486 sherds found 
at the Amman Airport Structure could either be 
dated to LB IIA or LB IIB. Given that both of these 
sites represent the largest part of the Mycenaean 
assemblage in the Southern Levant, the LH dates 
will be used over the stratigraphic dates which 
were used previously for the Cypriot pottery.
Unfortunately, of the 2,764 sherds and ves-
sels of LH pottery, 1,147 can only be dated to the 
LH period without any subdivision, leaving only 
1,617 sherds and vessels. Moreover, out of this 
1,617 sherds and vessels, 432 can only be dated 
to  LH  IIIA–B. Of the remaining 1,185 Mycenae-
an sherds and vessels, 1,126 date to and after 
LH IIIA2, leaving only 59 sherds and vessels dating 
to the LH II–LH IIIA1 periods. Thus, already, there 
is a clear trend, as only approximately 1% of the 
datable Mycenaean ceramics can be dated before 
LH IIIA2, meaning 99% of this material arrived 
during or after LH IIIA2 (see ??????? ????? and 
????????).
The earliest pottery to arrive from Mainland 
Greece dates to LH IIA,210 however, twelve ob-
jects can be dated to LH II, a 200 year long  period, 
210 With one vessel from the Amman Airport Structure 
possibly dating earlier to LH I–IIA.
Fig. 6.4.  LH IIIA Globular Flask (Courtesy of the Met-
ropolitan Museum of Art).
Fig. 6.5.  LH III Lentoid Flask (Courtesy of the Metro-
politan Museum of Art).
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found at seven different sites. In the following 
LH IIIA1 period, a slight ‘increase’ can be seen 
as 13 objects dating to this short 25 year period 
were found at eight sites. However, it is not until 
LH IIIA2, relating to the Palatial Period in Greece, 
where there is substantial growth in the number 
of Mycenaean sherds and vessels in the Southern 
Levant. 26% of all Mycenaean ceramics are  dated 
to LH IIIA2, with 308 sherds and vessels found 
at 35 sites, with a general distribution through-
out Cisjordan and in several sites in Transjordan. 
Thus, there is a drastic increase in both the num-
ber of sites Mycenaean material was distributed to 
and the amount which arrived at those sites. The 
following development of Mycenaean pottery is 
mired by the unclear dating of the pottery itself. 
152 sherds and vessels can be dated to LH IIIA2–
B1, with an additional 33 sherds dated to LH IIIB1 
and 6 dated to LH IIIB2. The largest assemblage 
comes from LH IIIB, with 343 sherds and vessels 
of LH IIIB pottery at 36 sites, with a distribution 
similar to that of LH IIIA2 (????????). However, in 
LH IIIC, there is a sharp decline. 63 sherds dating 
from LH IIIB–LH IIIC have been found at nine sites 
with an additional 41 sherds and vessels dated to 
LH IIIC from six sites. The origin of these sherds 
and vessels will be discussed below.
The Minoan pottery represents a very small 
section of the total Aegean pottery. Minoan pot-
tery has been found at 15 sites in the Southern 
Levant with ?????????????? and the Amman Air-
port Structure yielding the most, with 37 and 13 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????-
tered throughout most of the major sites which 
yield non-local pottery, though only at ?????????
????? and the Amman Airport Structure have 
??????????????????????????????????????????????
some difference in the distribution when com-
pared to the Mycenaean pottery. While more than 
50% of Minoan pottery was uncovered in the 
north of Cisjordan and in Transjordan, concen-
trated at the Amman Airport Structure and Tell 
?????????, only six of the 15 sites which yielded 
Minoan pottery were in these two regions. Thus, 
in some ways, the Minoan pottery distribution 
mirrors the Cypriot distribution; however, it is 
?? ??????????????????????????????????????????-
ing the distribution, as the number of Minoan 
???????????????????
The chronological development taken into 
this database represents a similar though slightly 
earlier exchange between Crete and the Southern 
 Levant. Five sherds and vessels can be dated to 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????
of LM IIIA1, three sherds of LM IIIA2, four sherds 
of LM IIIA–B, and six sherds dated to LM IIIB. 
 Little else can be said of the Minoan pottery other 
than that even from this small selection, the trend 
is generally the same as with the Mycenaean pot-
tery. After LM IIIA1 there is an ‘increase’ in the 
amount of pottery from Crete, coming to an end at 
the close of the LM IIIB. However, little more can 
be said of this material.
6.5. Mycenaean and Minoan Pottery:  
Discussion
The results of the database do not differ from stud-
ies which have previously been conducted on this 
material class (van Wijngaarden 2002; Papadimi-
triou 2013; Bushnell 2013). Indeed, much of the 
discussion which could be presented here has al-
ready been presented in the section ‘Contact, Con-
nectivity, and Connectedness in the Late Bronze 
Age’. Concerning the distribution of the Aegean 
ceramics, again the trend is generally reversed 
from the Cypriot distribution. Whereas the Carmel 
region, the Acco Plain, the Jezreel Valley, Upper 
Fig. 6.6.  LH IIIB Chariot Krater (Courtesy of the Met-
ropolitan Museum of Art).
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Galilee and Jordan yielded only 18% of all Cypri-
ot pottery, these regions yielded 67% of all Aegean 
pottery. This is not to say that Mycenaean and Mi-
noan pottery did not make its way into the South-
ern Coastal Plain and the Shephelah; how ever, the 
main users of these wares seem to be those more 
northerly sites and the Amman Airport Structure. 
One difference between these two general  areas 
is that while there is a higher concentration of 
Aegean ceramics north of the Yarkon River and 
in Transjordan, this concentration is mainly at a 
handful of sites, being: ??????????????, Amman 
Airport Structure, Beth-Shean, Hazor, Megiddo, 
???????????? and Acco. These seven sites represent 
92% of all Aegean ceramics north of the Yarkon 
River and in Transjordan, leaving only 8% for 
the remaining 33 sites. In Cisjordan south of the 
Yarkon River, while there are fewer Aegean ce-
ramics, the distribution is generally more even. 
While 40% of all Aegean ceramics south of the 
Yarkon River were uncovered at Lachish, 52% 
were uncovered in 13 sites, being: ????? ???? ???, 
Ashdod, Aphek, ??????????, ???? ????????, Beth-
Shemesh, Gezer, ????????? ???? , Ashdod (Southern 
Beach), Ashkelon, ?????????????(Gath), ????? ???? and 
????????????? . This leaves 8% for the remaining 27 
sites. Thus, while there are fewer Aegean ceram-
ics south of the Yarkon River, these ceramics are 
more evenly distributed amongst the 41 sites than 
the Aegean ceramics north of the Yarkon  River 
and in Transjordan.
This general distribution pattern largely fol-
lows what Bushnell called the ‘juglet route’, that 
is, Mycenaean juglets arrived at ??????????????, 
travelled to Megiddo and then on to Beth-Shean, 
crossing over the Jordan river at ????????????? 
and travelled south along the east side of the Jor-
dan valley (Bushnell 2013, 330. See also Leonard 
1987, 261–266). While sites in the Southern Coast-
al Plain and the Shephelah received Mycenaean 
pottery, it is unclear if this pottery arrived at one 
of the southern ports such as ????????? ???, Ashdod, 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
at ?????????????? and was moved south from 
there. Nevertheless, the distribution of the materi-
al demonstrates there were only a few sites which 
??????????????????????????????????????????? ???-
naean pottery, such as ??????????????, the Am-
man Airport Structure, Hazor and Lachish, with 
other sites receiving only a very small fraction of 
what was found at these sites.
For ‘Egyptian’ sites, again the trend is general-
ly reversed compared to the Cypriot pottery found 
at these sites. The two ‘Egyptian’ sites north of the 
Yarkon River, Beth-Shean and ????????????????, both 
yielded more Mycenaean pottery than Cypriot.211 
For sites south of the Yarkon River, only Aphek 
and ???????????? yielded more Aegean ceramics 
than Cypriot.212 However, for Jaffa,213 ??????????, 
????????????? , ????????? ??? and ???????????? ?(South), 
Cypriot pottery far outnumbers Aegean ceramics. 
Even ????????? ???, likely the main port in the South-
ern Coastal Plain during the 14th cent. BC, yielded 
only 73 Aegean sherds while it yielded 1,525 Cyp-
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
the MBA. ?????????? and ?????????????  are similar, 
producing 300 and 111 Cypriot sherds respective-
ly but only 15 Aegean sherds each. Again, much 
as with the Cypriot ceramics, the use of Aegean 
ceramics at these ‘Egyptian’ sites was more likely 
determined by their availability rather than a spe-
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????
there is a generally greater concentration of Aege-
an ceramics, there are more Aegean ceramics at 
those Egyptian sites. For sites south of the Yarkon 
River, outside of Aphek and ????????????, there are 
generally far fewer Aegean ceramics than Cypriot, 
again due to the fact that there is a generally less-
er concentration of Aegean ceramics south of the 
Yarkon River.
The chronological development of Aegean ce-
ramics in the Southern Levant is for all intents and 
purposes a short period of time. Before LH IIIA2 
there is a general lack of Mycenaean ceramics in 
the Southern Levant and during LH IIIA2 there 
is a drastic increase in the amount of Mycenae-
an pottery brought to the region.214 The arrival 
of Mycenaean pottery continued on into LH IIIB 
but most likely came to all but a close at the end 
of LH IIIB1 or ca. 1250–1225 BC. For example, the 
211 Beth-Shean: 105 Aegean, 96 Cypriot. ????? ???????????: 
9 Aegean, 4 Cypriot.
212 Aphek: 62 Aegean, 24 Cypriot. ????????????: 42 Aegean, 
30 Cypriot.
213 No Aegean ceramics have yet been published from Jaffa.
214 As Papadimitriou (2013, 107 f.) points out there is some 
evidence to suggest that the increase did not take place until 
LH IIIA2 late, though this remains uncertain.
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Mycenaean ceramics found at Lachish, represent-
ing 13% of the total assemblage, are mainly dated 
to LH IIIA2–LH IIIB1, with only a few sherds dated 
to LH IIIB2 (French/S. Sherratt 2004, 1448). More-
over, in her study of juglets, Bushnell found that 
most Mycenaean juglets arrived during LH IIIA2–
LH IIIB1 (Bushnell 2013, 333), stating that: ‘Trade 
in juglet commodities probably terminated 
c. 1225 BC’ (Bushnell 2013, 348). The LH IIIC pot-
tery which has been uncovered in the Southern 
Levant most likely originates from Cyprus (Cline 
2007, 196; Mazar 2007, 571; S. Sherratt 2009, 494). 
21 samples of LH IIIC pottery from Beth-Shean 
were tested by NAA: 15 were positively identi-
?????????????? ?????????????????????????? ??????
more samples likely originating on Cyprus. The 
five other samples were chemical loners which 
had no clear match on Cyprus or in the Aegean 
(Mommsen/D’Agata/Yasur-Landau 2009, 510–513). 
This further supports the theory that the arrival of 
Mycenaean pottery most likely came to a general 
halt at least with the end of LH IIIB, if not slight-
ly before this at the end of LH IIIB1. A note of in-
terest comes from comparing the distribution of 
Cypriot pottery from Iron I and the Cypriot made 
LH IIIC pottery from the same period. while the 
concentration of Cypriot pottery was south of the 
Yarkon River, even during Iron I, 67% of all Cyp-
riot pottery was uncovered south of the Yarkon 
River. However, for the LH IIIC pottery made on 
Cyprus, all of it is located north of the Yarkon Riv-
er in the Acco Plain, Jezreel Valley and Northern 
Galilee with the exception of the two sherds from 
??????????, LH IIIC pottery. While this material 
does not represent exchange with the Aegean, it 
does demonstrate that these wares in an Aegean 
style made on Cyprus were still utilized in the re-
gions which had the highest concentration of Ae-
gean ceramics.
In terms of development, Mycenaean pottery 
represents a very rapid increase and decrease 
in frequency when compared to Cypriot pottery. 
While Cypriot ceramics began to make their way 
to the Southern Levant in MB IIA, with a continual 
development until the end of LB IIA when a dras-
tic decrease took place, Mycenaean ceramics rep-
resent only a brief period of exchange from 1375 
through to 1250/1225 BC, though this time may 
have been shorter if the exchange truly picked up 
in LH IIIA2 late. The question is, then, does this 
brief period of exchange, archaeologically speak-
ing, represent a resource for the Southern Levant 
during the Late Bronze Age?
To answer this question, one must also exam-
ine the use of the objects and their value, whether 
it be use-value or exchange-value. However, the 
?????????????????????????????????????????????? ?-
cenaean Greece could only have been a resource 
during part of the LBA, that is, from 1375–1225 BC, 
and there is no evidence of it being a resource 
during the Early Iron Age. Secondly, there is little 
evidence to say that exchange with Minoan Crete 
was ever a resource during the LBA or the Early 
Iron Age, as the assemblage of Minoan ceramics is 
the smallest of all imported ceramic assemblages. 
Thus, when considering exchange with the Aegean 
as a resource, it should be taken into account that 
it was only for a relatively short period of time and 
that exchange with Minoan Crete seemed to have 
no real impact on the Southern Levant. This does 
not mean that the items from Minoan Crete were 
not valued; however, this was more likely due to 
their use-value rather than exchange with Minoan 
Crete having any economic or exchange value.
Throughout the Southern Levant, Mycenaean 
pottery was valued differently, as demonstrated by 
van Wijngaarden (2002). At larger urban centres, 
Mycenaean pottery was used in several different 
social spheres, appearing in domestic contexts, 
tombs, palaces and temples indicating that, while 
valued, in these larger urban settings, these ob-
jects had a more general value (van Wijngaarden 
2002, 109–124; see also Stockhammer 2013). As 
Steel notes, for the Mycenaean pottery found at 
????????? ???, the site with the eighth most Myce-
naean pottery in the entire Southern Levant: ‘The 
fragmentary nature of the Mycenaean pottery 
from the settlement and its occurrence within 
secondary deposits argue against the curation of 
these vessels as an exotic, a valued prestige item, 
or an object invested with symbolic or ceremonial 
connotations’ (Steel 2002, 38). It is thus likely that 
in those places were Mycenaean pottery was rarer, 
being the case for the majority of the sites in the 
Southern Levant, that it had a higher value, either 
because it was exotic, or because of its symbolic 
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value. In this case, it is likely that Mycenaean pot-
tery acted as a resource, not in its exchange- value, 
but in its use-value, as it was appropriated into 
symbolic spheres such as cultic buildings, or bur-
ials. This is supported by the fact that while My-
cenaean pottery has a distribution throughout 
81 sites, the concentration is generally very low. It 
is highly doubtful that, for these sites, Mycenaean 
pottery would have had any great impact on the 
economic sphere of these settlements. Rather, they 
likely acted as ‘little luxuries’ (Bushnell 2013, 386) 
which were incorporated into different aspects of 
life throughout the various sites and regions of the 
Southern Levant. As previous studies have demon-
strated, there was no single pattern of use for this 
material class (van Wijngaarden 2002, 109–124; 
Stockhammer 2013, 100). With that said, there 
are some differences in the distribution of types. 
Generally, the further inland, the fewer types are 
found. At the coastal site of ??????????????, open 
vessels are more numerous than closed transport 
containers (Papadimitriou 2013, 108), whereas at a 
site like Lachish, the open vessels make up approx-
imately 30% of the assemblage (French/S. Sherratt 
2004, 1449) and at ?????????? ???, only closed shapes 
were uncovered (van Wijngaarden 2002, 99–108).
The Amman Airport Structure; however, 
stands out. While both ?????????????? and La-
chish yielded high amounts of Mycenaean pottery, 
this is not surprising, as ????????? ???? likely act-
ed as the main entry point for Mycenaean pottery. 
It is also not surprising that Lachish, being in the 
southern part of the region and away from the 
main port of entry for this material, is a site rich 
in almost all non-local materials, being the only 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
this section. Thus, the Amman Airport Structure 
is unusual in that a high amount of Mycenaean 
pottery, including some of the earliest found in 
the Southern Levant, was found at a site far into 
Transjordan. As Mumford stated, the reason for 
this might be because there were: ‘… particular-
ly strong commercial ties with the Aegean, or 
possibly even the presence of Aegean merchants 
or perhaps mercenaries (?) in this region’ (Mum-
ford 2015, 103). However, despite such claims, 
there is little evidence to support it from a mini-
malist perspective and it makes far more of the 
evidence than what is available. Though there is a 
high sherd count, the actual amount of vessels is 
between 50 and 60 and even if one assumes most 
of the material arrived during LH IIIA2 or before 
the end of the 13th cent. (Mumford 2015, 96), this 
still leaves 75 years for this material to arrive at 
the site. It is not likely that this small structure 
or the region surrounding it had any commercial 
ties with the Aegean, as there is little evidence to 
support this suggestion for any site other than Tell 
????????? in the Southern Levant. More over, 
the presence of this material culture does not 
mean that Aegean merchants had been at the site, 
as this would be falling into the trap of taking pots 
for people. The exact reason why there is a high 
concentration of Aegean ceramics at the Amman 
Airport Structure will likely remain a mystery; 
however, it is more likely that these objects played 
some kind of important social role or acted as a so-
cial resource rather than representing economic 
???????????????????????????????????????????????? ???-
rial to the site over other materials such as Cypriot 
pottery which was more widely available.
As partially argued in chapter 4, it is likely 
that Mycenaean pottery played only a small eco-
nomic role and this was likely restricted to Tell 
?????????. Compared to Cypriot pottery, Myce-
naean pottery makes up only a third of what was 
brought from Cyprus and even some of the ‘Myce-
naean’ pottery was not shipped from Mycenaean 
Greece. It has already been stated that the LH IIIC 
pottery likely all originates from Cyprus; how-
ever, of the 1,841 vessels Bushnell examined, 78% 
were known or presumed to be from Mycenaean 
Greece and 19% were recorded as locally made 
(Bushnell 2013, 328). She states: ‘A sizeable propor-
tion of the Mycenaean narrow-necked containers 
found in Cyprus and the Levant were manufac-
tured outside the Aegean, mostly during LHIIIB’ 
(Bushnell 2013, 359). Moreover, Zuckerman ?????? 
found that of the 183 ‘Mycenaean’ sherds tested 
by NAA from Northern Israel, 7% originated on 
Cyprus and another 11% were likely produced in 
the Levant (Zuckerman et al. 2010, 412). Stockham-
mer, in his investigation of 82 sherds of ‘Aegean’ 
pottery, found that roughly 28% were not made 
on the Greek Mainland but on Cyprus or in the Le-
vant (Stockhammer 2011, 287). Thus, even if the 
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material has been included, it is likely that some, 
particularly from LH IIIB, does not represent ex-
change with the Aegean, but rather with Cyprus, 
or somewhere else in the Levant.
Moreover, when asking whether this material 
played a strong economic role, one must examine 
the entire picture. Other than the Late Helladic 
pottery, there is no further evidence of exchange 
in other types of goods between the Southern Le-
vant and Mycenaean Greece. However, in the view 
that there must be a connection between these re-
gions, other objects must have been traded, such 
as foodstuffs, liquids, textiles, hides, skins, timber, 
livestock and slaves (Dickinson 1994, 237 f.; Burns 
2010b, 297–299). Nevertheless, the existing evi-
dence for exchange between Mycenaean Greece 
and the Southern Levant is slim on either side of 
the exchange.215 If one were to use ‘informed im-
????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
from the current evidence, presently there is more 
imagination about exchange between Mycenae-
an Greece and the Southern Levant than there is 
archaeological information. Thus, the loss of ex-
change with Mycenaean Greece likely had little 
effect on the development in the societies of the 
Southern Levant. The only place it may have had 
a strong effect was at ??????????????, but even 
here it is doubtable that interregional exchange 
????? ???????????????? ??????????????????????-
ic resource as it likely played a marginal role in 
the site’s economy.
Reasons why this exchanged broke down 
around 1225 BC are manifold, as these have been 
strongly tied to such theories as the ‘Sea Peoples’, 
trade collapse, or even the spontaneous collapse 
of the Mycenaean Palatial system. All could have 
been factors and this is a question that this study 
cannot answer. However, it is likely that a change 
215 See discussion in chapter 4 as amounts of material can 
????????????????????????????????????????????????????????-
ture which yielded nearly 500 sherds being the second most 
in the entire Southern Levant, account to between 50–60 
pots. Thus, there remain two options. Either the evidence 
for exchange between Mycenaean Greece and the Southern 
Levant is just a meagre remains of what once existed, or it 
is merely representative of the situation that there was not 
as much exchange as has been purported in the past. I agree 
with the later, though this view can always change with 
???????????????????????????
in the ResourceComplex on the Mycenaean end is 
the likely cause rather than a shift in the complex 
in the Southern Levant, as the Mycenaeans were 
either unable to exchange or no longer needed or 
wanted to exchange with those areas outside of 
the Aegean.
6.6. Qurayya Ware: Results
Qurayya Ware, also known as Midianite pottery, 
Hejaz pottery, and Taymanite Painted Ware (Tebes 
2007, 11)216 derives its name from the site Qurayya 
in the Arabian Peninsula (Hejaz) (????? ????). The 
site Qurayya, is, to date, the only known location 
of production for this type of pottery, though it is 
likely the pottery was produced at sites outside 
of Qurayya (Tebes 2007, 13; 2013, 319). Qurayya 
Ware has been found at 22 sites in the Southern 
Levant, though the geographic distribution is lim-
ited to sites south of Gezer and the Amman Airport 
Structure in Transjordan, with a stronger focus on 
sites in the Negev region (see ???????? and ??????). 
The pottery is not only limited in geographic distri-
bution but also in quantity, as only approximate-
ly 189 sherds have been uncovered.217 Of these 
sherds, 70, or 37%, have been uncovered at the 
mining site of Timna’, while 15 of the 22 sites have 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
pottery remains a matter of discussion218 and here 
I follow the recent work of Singer-Avitz who has 
argued that this pottery emerged toward the end 
of the LBA and continued in use through 12th and 
11th cent. BC. Thus, a general chronological devel-
??????? ?????????????????? ??????????????????????-
theless, what can be said is that towards the end of 
the LBA and during the Early Iron Age, there was a 
development of an exchange network with Arabia 
represented by the Qurayya ware.
216 See references therein.
217 Note: while Qurayya ware has been uncovered at Har 
?????????????????????????? ??????????????????????????-
man Airport Structure, ?????? ????? (Nahal ‘Amram), and 
???????????? (Nahal Shelomo) there are as of yet no con-
crete data for the exact number of sherds uncovered and 
thus have been assigned numbers of three or less.
218 See Tebes 2007; 2013; Singer-Avitz 2014 and references 
therein.
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6.7. Qurayya Ware: Discussion
The majority of the Qurayya pottery are table 
wares, mainly bowls along with some cooking 
pots. Therefore, these items were seemingly not 
exchanged for their contents, which was the case 
for the majority of the Cypriot and Mycenaean 
pottery. Rather, following the suggestion of Te-
bes, the objects were most likely brought either 
as personal possessions by nomadic pastoralists 
or Hejazi villagers, or were part of a gift exchange 
between these same people and the locals in the 
southern region of the Southern Levant. The pot-
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
contexts including administrative buildings, cultic 
contexts, and some have been found as burial of-
ferings. This suggests that they were seen to have 
social value, perhaps as an exotic item or, if part 
of a gift exchange, as having symbolic value as 
well (Tebes 2007, 20). Finkelstein suggested that 
this is also evidence of a possible invisible incense 
trade represented by the pottery (Finkelstein 1988, 
247); however, currently this suggestion is not 
borne out by this type of pottery. The fact that the 
majority of Qurayya pottery are table wares hav-
ing only symbolic value would rather argue that 
these items were exchanged by those who owned 
the pottery in gift exchange or were deposited as 
personal possessions. As Tebes has stated: ‘We are 
not dealing with the kind of caravan trade carried 
out by specialized middlemen that was character-
istic of later periods’ (Tebes 2007, 22). This does 
not exclude that some of this pottery was not sold 
or bartered, but it is more likely that, given the in-
frequency of its appearance, it only played a mi-
nor role in the society of the southern region of 
the Southern Levant. The important element was 
more likely the contact with the people from the 
Hejaz, not the interregional exchange with this 
area in this type of pottery. However, more re-
search must still be done on these wares and in 
the region of their production, which may alter 
this picture.
6.8. The Northwest Anatolian Grey Ware: 
Results
Northwest Anatolian Grey Ware, also known as 
?????????????????? ??? ???????????????????????????
to be discussed in this chapter (see table ?? and 
map ??). It is both the smallest group in terms of 
????????????????????????????????????????????????
in find locations.219 Northwest Anatolian Grey 
Ware has been found at only six sites in the South-
ern Levant: Lachish, ??????????????, Tel Miqne/
Ekron, Ashdod (Southern Beach), ??????????????(Tel 
Sippor), and ?????????????(Gath).220 The concentra-
tion of these wares from these few sites is with-
in the Southern Coastal Plain and the Shephelah; 
????????????? ??????????????????????????????????
of Lachish and ??????????????. Of the 61 sherds 
of Northwest Anatolian Grey Ware uncovered in 
the Southern Levant, 27 were found at Lachish 
and 23 at ??????????????. Tel Miqne/Ekron had 
219 Other than the Minoan pottery.
220 This additional sherd has been recently uncovered at 
?????????????(Gath) found out of context in a mid-Iron I con-
text in Area A <https://gath.wordpress.com/2012/09/13/a-
sherd-of-trojan-grey-ware-from-safi/> (Last accesses: 
01.03.2016).
Fig. 6.7.  Qurayya Ware from the Temple of Hathor, 
Timna (Tebes 2014, Fig. 5; Courtesy of Juan M. Tebes).
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eight sherds while Ashdod (Southern Beach), Tell 
????????, and ?????????????(Gath) each yielded one 
sherd. Many of the sherds have come from un-
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
a general trend that these vessels most likely made 
their way into the Southern Levant sometime dur-
ing the 13th cent. BC, as some sherds have been 
securely dated from good contexts at Tel Miqne/
Ekron, ??????????????, and Lachish (Allen 1994, 
40 f.; Yannai 2004, 1276).
6.9. The Northwest Anatolian Grey Ware:  
Discussion
Allen, in her 1994 article on the Northwest Anato-
?????????? ??????????? ?????????????????????????
possible reasons why these wares appeared in the 
Southern Levant. She states: ‘1) they were export-
ed in the course of trade; 2) they represented a sort 
of trophy; 3) they were the personal possessions of 
a limited elite resident at Troy, who emigrated, pri-
marily to the eastern Mediterranean; 4) they were 
the property of successful Mycenaean overseas 
agents doing business in the eastern Mediterrane-
an or 5) they were items of gift exchange’ (Allen 
1994, 44). She argues that the likely answer to how 
these pots arrived in Israel was through the com-
mercial actions of a small number of individuals 
(Allen 1994, 45). Yannai agrees with this, stating 
that the Northwest Anatolian Grey Ware has not 
been found in palaces, affluent households nor 
with other assemblages of luxury items. There-
fore, these items cannot be associated with immi-
gration or Canaanite elite practices (Yannai 2004, 
1277). Yannai goes on to say: ‘It is reasonable to 
assume that these vessels were imported into the 
Land of Israel due to very limited commercial ac-
tivity, individual immigrants, sailors’ trade and 
the transfer of single vessels by various means’ 
(Yannai 2004, 1277). Given the limited nature of 
this material, not much more can be said. It is not 
likely that it represents any extensive commer-
cial activities between the Southern Levant and 
northwestern Anatolia, particularly the site of an-
cient Troy. It is most probable that it represents a 
very small amount of this pottery coming into the 
Southern Levant as part of other cargoes. How-
ever, it is a possibility that this pottery may have 
arrived via Cypriot exchange given its distribution 
pattern, which will be discussed below.
6.10. The Non-Local Pottery in the Southern 
Levant: Distribution Conclusions
Non-local pottery has been uncovered at 136 sites 
in the Southern Levant, with the majority of these 
sites receiving very little. Indeed, 105 sites have 
50 sherds or less, with 86 of those sites having 15 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
less. Thus, it should come as no surprise that in 
every non-local pottery group there is a gener-
al concentration at a few key sites, and this same 
pattern stands when examining all non-local pot-
tery. This is clear, as 75% of all non-local pottery 
was uncovered in ten sites: Lachish, ????????? ???, 
????????? ????, Ashkelon, Hazor, Amman Airport 
Structure, ??????????, ????????? ?????, ??????????, 
and Megiddo. Another 12% of all non-local pottery 
was uncovered in the following ten sites: Tell el-
???????(Tel Batash/Timna), Gezer, Beth-Shean, Tell 
???????? (Tel Dan), Shechem, ???????????????? (Tel 
Haror), ????????????? ?(Tel Sera’), Ashdod, Acco, and 
Tel Mevorakh. This leaves the remaining 13% dis-
tributed throughout 116 sites. It should also not 
come as a surprise that the general concentration 
of this material is in the southern half of Cisjordan, 
as out of the approximately 13,295 sherds and ves-
sels of non-local pottery, over 10,000 of these are 
Cypriot. Thus, the general overall distribution pat-
tern will follow the Cypriot distribution pattern, 
which is heavily weighted in the southern half of 
Cisjordan below the Yarkon River. However, this 
is also in part due to the general distribution pat-
terns of each class of non-local pottery. For the 
Cypriot, Qurayya Ware, and Anatolian Grey Ware, 
the general distribution is below the Yarkon River 
in Cisjordan. The only site in the north where Ana-
tolian Grey Ware appears is at ??????????????, 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
the Qurayya Ware, while a few sherds have been 
uncovered in Transjordan, the majority of these 
finds are south of Gezer, mainly in the Negev. 
Thus, for all but the Aegean pottery, the general 
distribution of the non-local pottery is south of the 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
Plain and the Shephelah.
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Despite that one might assume that larger 
sites would yield more non-local pottery, this was 
not necessarily the case. Of the top 20 sites which 
yielded 86% of all non-local pottery, the distri-
bution between small to large sites is more even 
than one might expect. Small sites such as Am-
man Airport Structure, ???????????(Tel Mor), Tell 
???????, ???????????????, and Tel Mevorakh each 
yielded substantial amounts of non-local pottery. 
Indeed, the small site of ?????????? yielded more 
pottery than larger or more important sites such 
as Megiddo and Gezer. This is likely as it acted as 
an anchorage for Ashdod. Larger sites certainly 
did yield substantial amounts of non-local pottery, 
with Lachish, Ashkelon, and Hazor yielding 51% of 
the entire assemblage. What is important to take 
from this distribution is that, while larger sites 
most certainly did use larger amounts of non-lo-
cal pottery, this was not always the case. Sites both 
small and larger utilised considerable amounts of 
non-local pottery depending on the site’s consump-
tion patterns, but also likely due to the availability 
of the pottery. For a site like Hazor, being the larg-
est site in the Southern Levant during the LBA, it 
fell out of the general area of Cypriot pottery dis-
tribution and the residents of the site must have 
purposely brought the material to the site, or it 
was brought to the site as a gift or payment. How-
ever, the same is true of the Amman Airport Struc-
ture which yielded more Aegean pottery than any 
other site in the Southern Levant other than Tell 
?????????. It is thus also true that the residents 
of this site must have either purposely brought 
the large amount of Aegean pottery to the site, or 
??? ?????????????????????????????????????????????????
it too falls out of the general area of concentration 
for Aegean pottery. Therefore, sites both large and 
small utilised non-local pottery, with site size not 
being the determining factor in the consumption 
of these goods.
Of the 136 sites which yielded non-local pot-
tery, 68 sites had only one type of non-local pot-
tery. From the 22 sites where Qurayya Ware was 
uncovered, 16 had no other non-local pottery 
at the site. Thus, it can generally be said that the 
distribution of Qurayya Ware was outside of the 
general distribution of non-local pottery in the 
Southern Levant and was not connected to the 
Cypriot pottery distribution. This would be a 
further indicator that this pottery was transported 
via alternative channels, such as nomadic people 
who used this pottery, as Tebes has suggested. 38 
sites had only Cypriot pottery, while 14 sites had 
only Mycenaean pottery. 50 sites have yielded 
two types of non-local pottery. For all but Khirbet 
en-Nuhas, which had both Qurayya ware and Cyp-
riot pottery, and ?????????????? (North), which had 
Minoan and Cypriot pottery, the remaining 48 sites 
each yielded both Cypriot and Mycenaean pottery. 
13 sites yielded three types of non-local pottery. Of 
these, 8 sites had Cypriot, Mycenaean, and Minoan 
pottery.221 Tel Miqne/Ekron, ??????????????(Tel Sip-
por), and ?????????????(Gath) each yielded Cypriot, 
Mycenaean, and Anatolian Grey Ware. ???????????? ?
(South) had Cypriot, Mycenaean, and Qurayya 
Ware, while ????????????????????????????????? ?-
cenaean, Minoan, and Qurayya Ware. Only four 
sites yielded four types of non-local pottery. Both 
????? ????????? and Ashdod (Southern Beach) 
yielded Cypriot, Mycenaean, Minoan, and Anato-
lian Grey Ware, while both the Amman Airport 
Structure and Gezer yielded Cypriot, Mycenaean, 
Minoan, and Qurayya Ware. Of the 136 sites, only 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
32% of the total non-local pottery assemblage. 
This site is Lachish. What is important from this 
is that, again, site size and importance is not the 
determining factor in which sites received several 
types of non-local pottery. Indeed, large or ‘impor-
tant’ sites such as Hazor, Megiddo and Beth-Shean 
received only Cypriot and Mycenaean pottery. 
However, this is because for both the Northwest 
Anatolian Grey Ware and the Qurayya Ware, had 
a limited distribution in the southern half of the 
Southern Levant, while Minoan pottery also had 
a very limited distribution in the entire South-
ern Levant. Thus, while a site’s importance and 
size did likely play a role, such as at Lachish and 
Gezer in the Shephelah, one of the main reasons 
why they have a wide variety of non-local pottery 
was also because of their access to this material. 
Another important aspect of this pattern appears 
in the comparison of the distribution of these var-
ious non-local pottery types. To begin, there are 
221 Acco, Ashdod, Beth-Shemesh, ????????????, Jerusalem, 
Ta’anach, ??????????????, and ????????? ???.
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the smaller non-local pottery groups, the Qurayya 
Ware and the Northwest Anatolian Grey Ware. 
As stated above, the Qurayya Ware generally fell 
out of the non-local pottery distribution, as 16 of 
the 22 sites which yielded Qurayya Ware had no 
other non-local pottery. It was not linked with the 
more northerly Mycenaean distribution, nor was 
it linked to the southerly Cypriot pottery distribu-
tion. On the other hand, the Northwest Anatolian 
Grey Ware likely was linked to the Cypriot pottery 
distribution. Much like the Cypriot pottery, the 
majority of Northwest Anatolian Grey Ware was 
uncovered in the Southern Coastal Plain and the 
Shephelah, with ?????????????? being the only 
northerly site to yield Northwest Anatolian Grey 
Ware. Moreover, Northwest Anatolian Grey Ware 
was more common on Cyprus and in the Levant 
than it was in the Aegean islands and mainland 
Greece (Allen 1994, 42). This information, com-
bined with Mycenaean pottery having a higher 
concentration in the northern half of Cisjordan, 
would suggest that the Northwest Anatolian Grey 
Ware was likely brought to the Southern Levant 
as part of a Cypriot cargo during the waning peri-
od of exchange between Cyprus and the Southern 
Levant. The Minoan pottery distribution is not as 
clear. While the Northwest Anatolian Grey Ware 
likely appeared in the Southern Levant over a 100 
year period, the Minoan pottery arrived over a 
course of nearly 400 years. Thus, when comparing 
the Minoan pottery to the Cypriot or Mycenaean 
pottery, it more closely resembles the Cypriot pot-
tery distributing. However, this may be for several 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
and the fact that little Minoan pottery ever made 
its way to the Southern Levant, and thus the dis-
tribution is coincidental. Another explanation 
could be that Minoan pottery may also have been 
brought via Cypriot exchange; however, this is un-
known. Thus, given the small amount of Minoan 
pottery and its long chronological history, there is 
no clear reason for its distribution, other than that 
it too was concentrated at ????????? ???? and the 
Amman Airport Structure.
The comparison between the Cypriot pottery 
and the Mycenaean pottery brings out several in-
teresting points from these 119 sites which yielded 
Cypriot or Mycenaean pottery. While Cypriot pot-
tery was found at 24 more sites than Mycenaean 
pottery, the overlap between these two pottery 
types is not complete. Of the 105 sites which yield-
ed Cypriot pottery, 67 also yielded Mycenaean 
pottery, leaving 38 sites with only Cypriot pottery. 
Moreover, of the 81 sites with Mycenaean pottery, 
14 had no Cypriot pottery. While the majority of 
these sites which yielded only Cypriot or only My-
cenaean pottery yielded only a few sherds or ves-
sels, it demonstrates that the general overlap in 
distribution between these two material types is 
not as strong as it might seem. Indeed, nearly half 
of the sites, 44%, had only Cypriot or Mycenaean 
pottery. This is in part because Mycenaean pottery 
had a smaller overall distribution compared to the 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????
which yielded Mycenaean pottery had no Cypri-
ot pottery. What can be taken from this is, again, 
what is seen in the general distribution pattern. 
Cypriot pottery was used more so in the southern 
half of Cisjordan, while Mycenaean pottery was 
generally used in the northern half of Cisjordan 
and in Transjordan. Thus, it should be  expected 
that, because of this general difference, there 
will not be as great an overlap between these two 
non-local pottery types as might have been expect-
ed given their similarities. However, this is in line 
with Bushnell’s juglet study, where she also found 
a separation between the use of Cypriot and Myce-
naean juglets. Mycenaean juglets were used more 
in the north and in Transjordan, while Cypriot 
juglets were used in the south of Cisjordan (Bush-
nell 2013, 357–359). This difference will come out 
again in the chronological discussion, and it has 
far reaching implications about the nature of Cyp-
riot and Mycenaean exchange.
6.11. The Non-Local Pottery in the Southern 
Levant: Chronological Development 
 Conclusions
????????????????????????????????????????????????????
is no single chronological development during the 
LBA. Indeed, each of these non-local pottery types 
has a different development through time from 
one another. In terms of time, the Cypriot pottery 
had the longest chronological development, be-
ginning in MB IIA, ever increasing over the next 
several centuries, peaking in the 14th cent. BC, and 
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then drastically decreasing in the 13th cent., com-
ing to a virtual halt at the end of the LBA. This 
development was mainly focused in the southern 
half of Cisjordan, particularly at the site of Tell 
???? ???. For the Minoan and Mycenaean pottery, 
the development of exchange between these re-
gions and the Southern Levant is not as long as 
the Cypriot pottery. However, while some Minoan 
and Mycenaean pottery did make their way to the 
Southern Levant during the MBA and LB I through 
the beginning of LB IIA, the general development 
of this exchange did not begin until sometime in 
the mid-14th cent. BC and lasted only for some 125–
150 years, likely coming to an end at 1250/1225. As 
Papadimitriou notes: ‘The small amounts of Aege-
an pottery exported to the Eastern Mediterranean 
prior to [the later part of LH IIIA2] argue against 
??????????????????????????????????????????????
local societies’ (Papadimitriou 2013, 120). He goes 
on to state: ‘This suggests that, so far as pottery 
is concerned, Aegean involvement in the Eastern 
Mediterranean trade networks was minimal pri-
or to the rise of the Mycenaean palatial system 
in mainland Greece.’ (Papadimitriou 2013, 120). 
Thus, while there is a long chronological develop-
ment of exchange with the Aegean, mainly Myce-
?????? ????????????????????????????????????????????
exchange did not begin until the mid-14th cent. BC 
and lasted only for a short while compared to Cyp-
riot exchange. Likewise for the Northwest Anato-
lian Grey Ware, there is a very short chronological 
development beginning in the 13th cent. BC and 
likely ending in the same century. The chronolog-
ical development of the Qurayya Ware also began 
sometime in the 13th cent. BC; however, it is the 
only non-local pottery type which continued to be 
exchanged through and into the 11th cent. BC.222 
Thus, taking all five of these non-local pottery 
types into consideration, only the Cypriot pottery 
had a substantial development from the MBA 
through LB IIA. However, the period when Cypri-
ot pottery drastically decreased was also the time 
when Mycenaean pottery began to increase in the 
region, along with the small amounts of Qurayya 
Ware and Northwest Anatolian Grey Ware.
222 Imported Egyptian ceramics too were exchanged in 
Iron I. This will be discussed in the following chapter.
It has been suggested that the decline of Cyp-
riot pottery during LB IIB was due to competition 
with a Mycenaean product (Gittlen 1981, 51 f.; 
Bergoffen 1989, 288). However, there are several 
?? ???????????????????????????????????????????????
notes, there is a very small chronological overlap 
between the Cypriot pottery exchange and the 
Mycenaean pottery exchange. It is also unclear if 
there was also a functional overlap, as the ‘goods’ 
carried in the transport containers may not have 
been the same, and the Mycenaean pottery ex-
change also brought with it several open forms not 
seen in the Cypriot pottery exchange (Papadim-
itriou 2013, 123–127). Thus, the type of exchange 
between Cyprus and the Southern Levant and the 
Aegean and the Southern Levant may not have 
been the same. However, the distribution is also of 
key importance in answering this question. Myce-
naean pottery did not appear in a market already 
saturated with Cypriot pottery, as Mycenaean pot-
tery was generally used outside of the main area 
of distribution for Cypriot pottery. With 82% of 
all Cypriot pottery arriving below the Yarkon Riv-
er and 67% of all Aegean ceramics arriving north 
and into Transjordan, it is unlikely that there was 
much ‘competition’ between these two ceram-
ic products. Moreover, even during LB IIB, while 
Cypriot imports had drastically decreased, they 
were not overwhelmingly replaced by Mycenaean 
ceramics in the south of Cisjordan.
Taking Lachish as an example which had 
the most Mycenaean pottery south of the Yarkon 
 River, including all Mycenaean pottery dated to 
???? ????????????????????????????????????????????
is still less than half of the Cypriot pottery found 
in just the LB IIB alone.223 Thus, given the general 
distribution of these two pottery types, it is unlike-
????????????????????? ????????????????????????????
drastic decrease in the Cypriot pottery exchange. 
What is more likely is that this represents the di-
verse regions in the Southern Levant which uti-
lised different non-local pottery, with the focus of 
Cypriot use in the south which was then not sup-
plemented by Aegean pottery, as there remained 
223 There are 233 sherds of Mycenaean pottery from 
LH IIIA2, LH IIIA-B, LH IIIA2-B, LH IIIA2-B1, LH IIIB, 
LH IIIB1, and LH IIIB2. However, there are 551 sherds of 
Cypriot ceramics from LB IIB.
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more Cypriot pottery in LB IIB than Aegean. More-
over, even at ????????? ???, the likely main port for 
Cypriot pottery, even there was little use of My-
cenaean pottery. As Steel notes: ‘The fragmentary 
nature of the Mycenaean pottery from the settle-
ment and its occurrence within secondary depos-
its argue against the curation of these vessels as an 
exotic valued prestige item’ (Steel 2002, 38). Thus, 
as Papadimitriou has suggested, it is likely that 
Cypriot pottery and Mycenaean pottery did not 
exist as part of a single pottery trading network 
throughout the entire Eastern Mediterranean, but 
that there were two networks of exchange which 
only briefly overlapped in the 14th cent. BC (Pa-
padimitriou 2013, 128). In the terms of this work, 
this would represent two different ResourceCom-
plexes of interregional exchange, one with the Ae-
gean and another with Cyprus.
Once again, this overlap was not only short 
chronologically; it was also not entirely the same 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
suggested that Mycenaean products were shipped 
by Cypriot merchants (Hankey 1967, 146; Gilmour 
1992, 118–120; Cline 2003a, 364; C. Bell 2009, 34). 
However, given the distribution patterns of the 
Cypriot and Mycenaean pottery, it is unlikely that 
the two were both brought on Cypriot ships. This 
does not exclude the possibility that Cypriot ships 
may have brought some Aegean ceramics to the 
Southern Levant, as some ‘Aegean’ ceramics were 
produced on Cyprus; however, the general trend 
would argue against this occurring in any large 
amounts. This would be another argument against 
complete Cypriot or Canaanite thalassocracies 
during the LBA.224
Returning to the chronological development 
of non-local pottery in general, there is one clear 
trend which must be mentioned. Exchange in 
non-local pottery, not including Egyptian pottery, 
was mainly within the LBA. There is no secure 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
Age, Cypriot pottery was a small fraction of what 
was found in LB IIB which too was a small fraction 
of the Cypriot pottery from LB IIA, and Northwest 
224 See also for example, Knapp 1993, 332–347; Knapp/
Cherry 1994, 128–134; A. Zukerman 2010, 887–901.
Anatolian Grey Ware was also likely limited to 
LB IIB. Only the Qurayya Ware continued to be ex-
changed in any quantity during the Iron I period; 
however, as stated above, this was largely outside 
of the general non-local pottery distribution. Thus, 
it can generally be stated that exchange in non- 
local pottery terminated at the end of the LBA. The 
general network which had moved both Mycenae-
an and Cypriot pottery came to a close, while the 
Qurayya Ware circulated to sites that partly fell 
within that network, but mainly outside of it dur-
ing the Iron I period. However, the general view of 
this chronological development must be nuanced 
by the different chronological developments of the 
various non-local pottery types.
While it can generally be said that non-local 
pottery was exchanged in the Southern Levant 
during the LBA, this is only partially correct. The 
Cypriot pottery covers the longest period of ex-
change during the LBA and the beginning of Iron I. 
However, exchange with Cyprus falls off at the end 
of LB IIA. Thus, during the 13th cent. BC, exchange 
with Cyprus according to the pottery evidence was 
not nearly as strong as in the 14th cent. BC. Like-
wise, exchange with the Aegean may have begun 
in the MBA; however, it was seemingly most in-
tense during the second half of the 14th cent., and 
during the majority of the 13th cent. or only rough-
ly half of the LBA. The same can be said of the 
Qurayya Ware and the Northwest Anatolian Grey 
Ware, as both of these only appear in the South-
ern Levant during the last 100 years of the LBA. 
Thus, what can be taken from this is that, from 
LB I through LB IIA, the only non-local pottery that 
was exchanged in any great quantity was Cypriot 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
years of LB IIA and during LB IIB that other types 
?????????????????????????????? ??????????????????
quantities; however, even here it is mainly the My-
cenaean pottery.225
225 Egyptian imported pottery too begins to appear more 
frequently during LB IIB. See the following chapter.
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6.12. The Non-Local Pottery in the Southern 
Levant: Non-Local Pottery as a Resource
The question whether interregional exchange in 
non-local pottery was an economic resource is 
more a question of whether non-local pottery rep-
resents the exchange of other goods besides pot-
tery. If the non-local pottery exchange is assumed 
not to be part of a larger exchange in other goods, 
then the economic worth of these objects is little. 
As Bergoffen states about Cypriot pottery: ‘Late 
Cypriot vessels probably circulated freely because 
they were only of modest value. The large quan-
tities of such wares in Egypt‘s province in south-
ern Canaan signals a brisk trade in those items, 
????????????????????????????????????????????????
(Bergoffen 1991, 73). Additionally, as Bushnell 
states about exchange of juglets both Cypriot and 
Mycenaean: ‘Though juglets have been labelled as 
‘precious commodities,’ these ubiquitous products 
were more likely to have been modest ‘little lux-
uries’ ’ (Bushnell 2013, 386). Moreover, the same 
could be said of the Northwest Anatolian Grey 
Ware and the Qurayya Ware. Both appeared in 
modest quantities and likely had little exchange 
or economic value. Additionally, as discussed pre-
viously, for Mycenaean exchange it is not known 
whether other items were brought from the Ae-
gean, as the only evidence of this exchange is the 
pottery. If pottery was the only item exchanged, 
then it is conceivable that all Mycenaean pottery 
came from a few contacts over the decades of in-
termittent exchange. If Cypriot pottery was also 
exchanged in and of itself, it too could have ar-
rived as part of large shipments, thus decreasing 
the number of contacts. This does not mean that 
the ceramic items were without value, as they 
would have had use-value or a symbolic value and 
would have acted as a resource to a degree in the 
society. However, it is unlikely that the exchange 
only of non-local pottery had much of an econom-
ic impact on the Southern Levant, nor is it likely 
that these objects were precious commodities as 
Bushnell has suggested.
For example, Lachish during the 14th cent. BC, 
which yielded the most Cypriot sherds from any 
period and site in the Southern Levant, has been 
described as: ‘a meagre settlement’ (Ussishkin 
2004a, 60). Indeed, for other sites such as Gezer 
and Jerusalem, during the 14th cent. BC the ar-
chaeological evidence is meagre (Ussishkin 2004a, 
73 f.). Yet at Gezer, nearly 60% of its Cypriot pot-
tery arrived during LB IIA, and for Jerusalem, 
nearly 100% of its Cypriot pottery arrived during 
this period.226 Thus, if the archaeological remains 
are taken as representative that these sites were 
not as prosperous as the historical records may 
imply, then the majority of the Cypriot pottery 
at all three of these sites arrived during a period 
when they may not have been as affluent. This 
would indicate that, despite this, they were still 
able to acquire Cypriot pottery in large or relative-
ly large amounts, indicating that the Cypriot pot-
tery itself must have been of modest value.
There also remains the question of how these 
objects arrived at these inland sites. Given the lack 
of knowledge of how these items were exchanged, 
even if one assumes that the items were initially 
bought at a port such as ????????? ???, Ashkelon, or 
?????????????? in the north, it does not answer 
the question of the means by which these items 
travelled to other sites. Were they traded down 
the line, gifted, bartered, taxed or any of the  other 
forms of exchange one can imagine? Thus, if one 
were to try and tie an economic significance to 
the non-local pottery, it would only have been at 
the few port towns where these items arrived en 
masse. However, even in this case, it has generally 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????-
ed from this interregional exchange. Thus, a small 
coastal site such as Tel Michal has been assumed 
226 The historical records from the 14th cent. BC describe 
these sites as more powerful than the archaeological record 
would indicate (Na’aman 2011, 289). If one takes the archae-
ological information into account, these sites are meagre or 
in the case of Lachish not as powerful as it was in the 13th 
cent. BC. However, if one takes the historical records into 
account only, these sites are powerful centres. Na’aman sug-
gests that while the archaeological evidence is useful, the 
historical records should take precedent over the physical 
remains (Na’aman 2011, 289). It is likely that the answer 
to this problem lies somewhere in the middle as historical 
texts are not always trustworthy in and of themselves, nor 
is what has been preserved archaeology always represent-
ative of the reality of the situation at the time. Thus, as with 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
likely nuance this picture or give weight to one view or the 
other.
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to exist because of exchange with Cyprus. More-
over, it has been assumed that the reason the site 
was abandoned in the early 13th cent. BC was be-
cause of the decline in interregional exchange 
(Negbi 1989, 62; Herzog 1993b, 1041; 2001, 28). 
However, it is unlikely that exchange with Cyprus 
played any part in the society of Tel Michal, as 
only 31 sherds of Cypriot pottery were uncovered 
from the site over a 200 year period. Small inland 
sites such as the Amman Airport Structure or Tell 
?????????? yielded more Cypriot pottery than Tel 
Michal. Moreover, 32 other sites in the Southern 
Levant, including other large and small coast-
al sites, had vastly more Cypriot pottery than Tel 
Michal. It is, therefore, unlikely that interregional 
exchange with Cyprus, at least from this archaeo-
logical evidence, played any major role at the site, 
as Tel Michal would have had access to another 
valuable resource above exchange with Cyprus: 
the Mediterranean Sea.
Coastal sites had access not only to interregion-
al exchange but to this valuable resource, as von 
Rüden has demonstrated for Ugarit (von Rüden 
????????????????????????????????????????????????
of some burials at ????????? ??? (Sparks 2013). Other 
resources were available to coastal sites outside of 
interregional exchange in non-local pottery, even 
as Mediterranean fish have appeared at inland 
sites such as Megiddo, Lachish, Tel Harassim, and 
Tel el-Wawayat during the LBA, demonstrating in-
traregional exchange also as part of these societies 
(van Neer/Zohar/Lernau 2005, 148). The same can 
????????????????????????????????? ?????????????????
too appeared at inland sites (Routledge 2015, 219). 
Therefore, during the LBA, coastal sites or ‘Ports of 
Trade’ should not been seen only as sites for im-
porting and exporting goods but as part of a wider 
ResourceComplex which certainly would not have 
ignored the abundant local resources. Moreover, 
if this is the case that such pottery vessels were of 
 little value, it would indicate that their virtual dis-
appearance at the end of the 14th cent. BC for Cyp-
riot pottery, and 13th cent. BC for Mycenaean pot-
tery, would not have had any devastating effects 
on the Southern Levant.
This argument, however, is based on only 
examining the non-local pottery, not taking into 
consideration the other goods which might have 
been exchanged along with these pots. As the ship-
wrecks from the LBA have demonstrated, at least 
two of the four carried pots as part of a larger car-
go, mainly copper.227 Moreover, it is generally con-
sidered, as discussed above, that these pottery ves-
sels were not valuable enough to be exchanged in 
and of themselves, either for their contents or for 
the pottery itself. Thus, it is generally assumed that 
this is evidence of other types of exchange. Even 
????????????????????????????????????????? ?????????
Anatolian Grey Ware, it is assumed that it indi-
cates: ‘… commercial connections with north-west-
ern Anatolia which may have lasted for an extend-
ed period of time’ (Ussishkin 2004a, 65). Or, for 
Mycenaean pottery, that it is a: ‘… clear marker of 
large-scale commodity trade’ (Steel 2002, 30) and 
that Cypriot pottery is only a marker for exchange 
in other goods such as copper or lumber. This is 
a general assumption concerning pottery ex-
change; however, as discussed in this chapter and 
in the previous chapters, this is not necessarily the 
case. Moreover, this exchange in other goods and 
the failure of this exchange at the end of the LBA 
is taken as a reason for the collapse of the socie-
ties of the Eastern Mediterranean (Monroe 2009, 
294–296).
There are a number of problems with this as-
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
pottery truly was only a backseat cargo to other 
more important commodities. Taking an example 
from later in history, recently a Roman shipwreck 
was uncovered which yielded 3,000 jars of guram, 
??????????????????????????????????????????????-
go of the ship.228 Or, closer in time to the LBA, two 
Phoenician shipwrecks were found off the coast 
of Ashkelon dating to the 8th through 6th cent. BC, 
both of which carried several hundred amphorae 
as their cargo (Abdelhamid 2015, 1). From the LBA 
itself is the Point Iria wreck, which also held only 
pottery, and presumably the contents of this pot-
tery, as cargo. Moreover, as discussed in chapter 4, 
there is no other strong evidence of exchange in 
other types of material between Mainland Greece 
227 See chapter 4, section Ships, Shipping and Shipwrecks.
228 <http://www.thelocal.it/20151211/sunken-haul-of-ro-
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
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and the remainder of the Eastern Mediterranean 
than the pottery, mainly in small transport vessels. 
It is only an assumption that there was a larger 
commodity exchange; however, at the moment, 
this suggestion is not attested in the archaeological 
record. Furthermore, as discussed here and pre-
viously, the exchange with Mainland Greece was 
likely intermittent, and did not have a large-scale 
impact on the local economies. If there was any, 
it would have been at ?????????????? and in the 
north of Cisjordan given the concentration of this 
material; however, even here it is unlikely.
This is not to say these items did not have a 
value; however, this would have been a use-value. 
The items would have been integrated into the lo-
cal societies and would have acted as a resource, 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
the incorporation of open Mycenaean forms, or 
with the ceramics incorporated into cultic and 
temple contexts. Thus, these Aegean ceramics did 
act as a resource; however, given the lack of evi-
dence for any other type of exchange, it would 
have only been in the use-value of the objects and 
their local appropriation into palatial, cultic, or 
mortuary practices. Similarly, for the Northwest 
Anatolian Grey Ware, there is so little of this ma-
terial, and given that it appears in the same distri-
butional area as Cypriot pottery, it is unlikely that 
there was direct contact between northwestern 
Anatolia and the Southern Levant, and if there 
was, it would have been infrequent and unsub-
stantial. It is more likely that these objects arrived 
as part of Cypriot cargoes. These too would have 
likely been valued for their use-value as non-local 
objects much the same as the Aegean ceramics; 
however, it is highly unlikely that exchange be-
???????????????????????????? ??????????????????-
source for any place in the Southern Levant.
The only likely candidate for exchange in 
other materials which may be indicated by pot-
tery exchange is with Cyprus and Cypriot copper. 
However, if exchange in Cypriot copper was the 
main resource for the Southern Levant, and if this 
was a main part of the economic sphere for the 
Southern Levant, then the collapse of the South-
ern  Levant should have taken place at the end of 
LB IIA. With the drastic decrease in the amount 
of Cypriot pottery in the Southern Levant during 
LB IIB, if this had been an important part of the 
economic life of the region as a whole, or as part 
of the local elite or sub-elite population, then they 
would have had to have suffered an immediate ef-
fect. Again, this is taking the general assumption 
that pottery is an indicator for other types of ex-
change. However, this is not the case. For Lachish, 
the site with the most Cypriot pottery in the en-
tire Southern  Levant, there are no signs of crisis 
until the mid-12th cent. BC 150 years after Cypriot 
exchange drastically decreased (Millek 2017, 128–
131). Moreover, while archaeologically speaking, 
100 years may not be a long time, for an econom-
ic system dependent on a given factor, it is several 
life times. Therefore, if exchange with Cyprus and 
in particular in Cypriot copper was a dependent 
part of the Southern Levantine system, whether 
that be economically, or maintaining a sub-elite 
population, or for access to copper, if any of these 
were the case, then there should have been an im-
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
LB IIB. However, the process of the ‘collapse’ in 
the Southern Levant began some 100 years  later, 
and some sites such as Megiddo, Lachish, and 
Beth-Shean continued their LBA culture into the 
Early Iron Age.
What can be concluded is that it is likely that 
Cypriot exchange was a resource for the Southern 
Levant during the LBA. This would have been both 
in the use-value of the ceramics objects, and also 
with the exchange in copper. However, it cannot 
be said that this was a critical part of the South-
ern Levantine economic system, and indeed if 
it was, it would have only been in the Southern 
Coastal Plain. Unfortunately, it is not known what 
happened at ????????? ??? toward the end of LB IIA, 
whether the site was abandoned, whether it was 
a more meagre settlement than before, or wheth-
er the remains have been washed away given the 
poor state of preservation (Kempinski 1993, 52 f.; 
Tufnell 1993, 49–52; Fischer/Sadeq 2008, 1566). 
Thus, the one port site which may have been af-
fected by this decrease cannot be accounted for. 
Therefore, when considering the question of ‘col-
lapse’, the break in Cypriot exchange is a doubtful 
cause, and indeed the break in exchange repre-
sented by any of these non-local pottery groups. 
Exchange in non-local pottery was an important 
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resource during the LBA, one which did not con-
tinue into Iron I;229 however, it would have been 
in the use-value of these objects rather than an 
economic or exchange value, either of the objects 
themselves or of the supposed exchange in other 
goods represented by the pottery. The societies ap-
propriated these materials when available, and in 
this way they became part of a ResourceComplex. 
However, given the evidence from the Southern 
Levant, the break in the ResourceComplex which 
brought about the end of this exchange was not 
in the Southern Levant. For Cypriot exchange, it 
is likely that some political, cultural, or economic 
change took place on the island, which broke the 
ResourceComplex and interregional exchange 
between the two regions at some time near the 
end of LB IIA or the beginning of the LC IIC. My-
cenaean exchange, too, likely broke not  because of 
changes in the Southern Levant, but because of the 
situation on the Greek mainland toward the latter 
half of the 13th cent. BC. Thus, the Southern Le-
??????????????????????????????????????????????-
sourceComplex existed to facilitate the exchange 
between these regions; however, the break in ex-
change was unlikely to have been a major blow to 
the culture or economic spheres of the Southern 
Levant bringing about the cultural changes seen 
in Iron I.
229 This is not the case however for Egyptian pottery. See 
the following chapter.
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7. The Egyptian Objects in the Southern Levant
7.1. Introduction
Four classes of objects can be securely linked to 
Egypt and will be presented together in this chap-
ter. These are: Egyptian pottery (Martin 2011a), 
Egyptian stone vessels (Sparks 2007), Egyptian am-
ulets (Herrmann 1994; 2002; 2006), and Nile perch 
(Routledge 2015) which have been extensively 
examined, catalogued, and researched by the au-
thors noted. The purpose of this section is to exam-
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
the Southern Levant, both between the regions but 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
during the LBA and the Early Iron Age. There-
fore, the spatial distribution of these objects and 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
perhaps an Egyptian presence will be taken into 
consideration.
7.2. Egyptian Pottery: Results
True imported Egyptian pottery produced in Egypt 
has been extensively studied by Mario Martin 
(2011a), and the information presented here is 
a general summary of his work. This survey also 
includes the recent study of the Egyptian pottery 
from ??????? ??????? (Tel Dor) (Waiman-Barak/ 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
(see ???????? and ??????????). Egyptian pottery 
has been found at 27 sites in the Southern Levant; 
however, for several key sites, there is as of yet 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
?????, and ??????????????? (Tel Nami), Martin 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
unpublished (Martin 2011a, 253 note 359).230 At 
????????????, a large collection of Egyptian-style 
pottery was uncovered at the site (Gould 2010; 
230 However, as Gilboa has recently reported, Egyptian 
ceramics from ????????????????and ?????????????? are ex-
tremely scarce. For ??????????????, this may be in part be-
cause of Hamilton’s excavation in the 1930’s and if this pot-
tery would have been recognised or kept (Gilboa 2015, 252).
Martin 2011a, 209–215). However, only a small 
sample was studied by Neutron Activation Analy-
sis (NAA) in order to determine the provenience of 
the objects. The majority were found to be locally 
manufactured Egyptian-style pottery, though the 
??????????????????????????????? ????? ???????????
were of Egyptian origin (Yellen/Killebrew 2010, 
63–73). It still remains a possibility that more im-
ported Egyptian pottery is at the site.231 Similarly, 
at ????????? ???, while it is likely there is a body of 
imported Egyptian pottery at the site, the current 
published information has focused on the early 
New Kingdom pottery and not the late 18th and 19th 
Dynasties (Kopetzky 2011, 201–209).232 Thus, what 
information is lacking from ????????? ??? and how 
many imported Egyptian vessels are at the site is 
not currently known. Finally, Jaffa, which was 
originally excavated by Kaplin and has undergone 
a renewed excavation which has been co-directed 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????????
large body of Egyptian-style pottery with no exact 
data on the amount of imported Egyptian pottery 
at the site. The Egyptian-style pottery uncovered 
in both excavations is currently being studied by 
Jacob Damm. However, at the time of writing, this 
work is still in progress. The lack of information 
from these key coastal sites makes a distribution-
?????????????????????????????????? ????????????-
haps misleading, at least for coastal sites. It must 
be remembered that the publication of this mate-
rial would very likely alter the general picture pre-
sented here, both in the regional distribution and 
the chronological distribution of the material.
From the currently available data, true im-
ported Egyptian pottery is rare in the Southern 
Levant, with only two sites having a high con-
centration of this pottery (see ???????????????????????
Ashkelon which yielded the most imported Egyp-
tian pottery and, secondly, ?????????????? which 
has the second most based on sherd count. These 
two sites  together represent 72% of all imported 
231 Martin, personal communication 17. 11. 2015.
232 See note 282 by Martin 2011a on page 209.
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Egyptian pottery in the Southern Levant currently 
published. Of the other 25 sites, none have yield-
ed more than 20 sherds or vessels of imported 
Egyptian pottery, though this is likely to change 
if any of the six sites mentioned above are fully 
published and examined. Thus, from the currently 
available information, there is a concentration of 
imported Egyptian pottery mainly at two coastal 
sites, Ashkelon in the south and ?????????????? in 
the north. Moreover, Egyptian imported pottery is 
mainly concentrated at the coast with few objects 
moving further inland. Only two sites in Jordan, 
??????????  and ????????????????, have yielded import-
ed Egyptian pottery, and other than Beth-Shean, 
????? ???????, and Megiddo, all other inland sites 
yielded one to two examples of imported Egyptian 
pottery. Thus, unlike other non-local pottery from 
Cyprus or Greece, the imported Egyptian pottery 
had a fairly limited distribution.
Imported Egyptian pottery, while having a rel-
atively restricted distribution, is also limited in its 
regional distribution. The appearance of this type 
of pottery is generally constrained to coastal sites 
and to sites in the Jezreel valley. Some imported 
Egyptian pottery does appear in the Shephelah 
and the northern Negev region: however, this is 
generally associated with ‘Egyptian’ sites such as 
?????????????  (Tel Sera’) or sites with Egyptian in-
?????????????????????????????????????????????-
tery does appear at every ‘Egyptian’ site233 except 
for ???????????? ?(South) which yielded locally made 
Egyptian-style pottery but no imported Egyptian 
pottery (Martin 2011a, 229–235).
The chronological development of imported 
Egyptian pottery is mainly tied to the beginning 
of the 13th cent. BC and the start of the Ramesside 
period. During LB I and LB IIA, imported Egyptian 
pottery does appear in small quantities at Tell el-
????, Ashkelon, Megiddo, ??????????, Jaffa, Tell 
233 ????? ??????? ? (South), ???? ????????, ????? ???????? , Tell 
???? ???, Jaffa, ??????????, Aphek, Beth-Shean, and Tell es-
????????.
Fig. 7.1.  ?????????????????? ??????????????????????????????????????????????? ???????????????????????-
tesy of Österreichische Akademie der Wissenschaften).
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????? (Tel Mor), Acco, and Beth-Shean; however, 
not until LB IIB does imported Egyptian pottery 
appear in larger quantities, mainly at Ashkelon 
and ??????????????. Moreover, this increase is not 
seen until the mid-13th cent. BC at ??????????????, 
and until the end of the 13th cent. BC at Ashkelon 
(Martin 2008; 2011a, 195–200; Stidsing/Salmon 
2011, 174–180). In all, imported Egyptian pottery 
appeared at 23 sites during the LBA, though again, 
this is generally in very small amounts.
With the transition from the LBA to the Early 
Iron Age, imported Egyptian pottery does not stop 
appearing in the Southern Levant; however, the 
distribution of this material is severely limited. Im-
ported Egyptian pottery only occurs at twelve sites, 
reducing the distribution by more than half. There 
is a concentration of imported Egyptian pottery at 
?????????????? which continues through Iron I and 
into Iron II. While there is a gap between the LBA 
settlement and the Early Iron Age settlement at 
??????????????, the presences of imported Egyptian 
pottery before and after this gap suggests a degree 
of continuity, and that ?????????????? played a ma-
jor role in Egyptian exchange in Iron I. It is possi-
ble that more Egyptian pottery was uncovered at 
the site; however, due to the collection methods 
this is not apparent (Waiman-Barak /Gilboa/Goren 
2014, 317 f., 339). However, Egyptian pottery was 
uncovered in nearly every locus from the Ear-
ly Iron Age levels (Gilboa 2015, 251). At ?????????
?????, only two Egyptian jars have been found 
from the Early Iron Age; however, this again may 
be due to Hamilton’s excavation methods. Acco too 
may have Egyptian jars and amphorae from the 
Early Iron Age; however, this has not yet been sub-
stantiated. One further Egyptian jar was uncov-
ered in Tomb ZX at ?????? (Achzib) (Gilboa 2015, 
253). Moving further south, imported Egyptian 
pottery still appears at Jaffa, though as of yet in 
an unknown amount,234 and at Ashkelon (Martin 
2008, 265–267).235 At Ashkelon, the exact number 
of true Egyptian pottery over Egyptianised pottery 
234 Damm, personal communication 6.01.2016.
235 In the Iron IA layers typically associated with the Phil-
istines, six rim fragments of imported storage jars were un-
covered. These objects may be residual from the previous 
phase; however, this type of jar was not found in the LBA 
strata and may indicate the arrival of some imported Egyp-
tian pottery at ‘Philistine’ Ashkelon (Martin 2008, 261, 268).
is not yet known for the Iron I period; however, 
imported Egyptian pottery still appears in Grid 
38 Phases 20–17 the  early ‘Philistine’ layers. The 
majority of this pottery comes from Phase 20 or 
the early 12th cent. BC, and some of the pottery 
may be residual during Iron I from the ‘Egyptian’ 
Phase 21. However, some of this pottery does seem 
to come from the Iron I, suggesting some kind of 
continued exchange with Egypt during the appear-
ance and establishment of the ‘Philistines’ at Ash-
kelon (Martin 2011a, 201; Gilboa 2015, 253). Later 
in the Iron IB period, three examples of imported 
Egyptian pottery were also found at ?????????????? 
(Evian 2011, 110). One Egyptian jar, one ampho-
ra, and a whole mouth jar were found at the site 
(Gilboa 2015, 253). Further south and inland, one 
small rounded jar was found at Tel Esdar, and two 
amphorae where found in the ‘Philistine’ temple 
at Nahal Patish with one other Egyptian vessel un-
covered at ????????? ???????.
7.3. Egyptian Pottery: Discussion
Martin, in his examination of both imported Egyp-
tian pottery and locally made Egyptian-style pot-
tery in the Southern Levant, has noted several im-
portant trends comparing these two groups. The 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
Egyptian-style pottery imitated utilitarian Egyp-
tian forms which were made from Nile clays, while 
the imported Egyptian pottery was made mostly 
of marl or mixed clay wares.236 Secondly, the ma-
jority of the imported Egyptian pottery are closed 
vessels such as amphorae, handled cups, meat 
jars, and large ovoid to globular storage jars used 
as transport containers,237 whereas the locally pro-
duced Egyptian-style pottery were mainly house-
hold wares such as bowls, ‘beer jars’, spinning 
236 Martin notes that the Iron Age layers at ??????????????, 
yielded a large amount of imported Nile clay pottery main-
???????????????????????????? ?????????????????? ????????????
in Egyptian pottery practices as in the late New Kingdom 
forms, which were previously made in marl clays, were be-
ing produced in Nile clays such as amphorae made of Nile 
Clay (Martin 2011a, 97).
237 Some imported Egyptian bowls were also uncovered, 
although these make up a small percentage of the total im-
ports (Martin 2011a, 176 f., 237 f.).
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???????????????????????????????????????????????????
A similar pattern has been seen in the prelimi-
nary analysis of the Egyptian and Egyptian-style 
pottery from Jaffa.238 Thirdly, Martin notes that 
while large amounts of Egyptian-style pottery 
were found at inland sites like Beth-Shean and ????
????????, there is generally a very low percentage 
of actual imported Egyptian pottery at sites with 
?????????????????????????????????????????????-
ence. In fact, outside of Ashkelon,239 true imported 
Egyptian pottery, mainly transport containers, ap-
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
produced Egyptian pottery such as ??????????????, 
??????????????, Acco, and ???????????????.240 He 
argues that these imported Egyptian transports 
vessels most likely arrived in the Southern Levant 
not to supply the Egyptians stationed there, but as 
part of the exchange between Southern Levantine 
sites and Egypt (Martin 2011a, 253). However, for 
????????????????????????????????????????????????????
trend is reversed.
The distribution of the Egyptian handled 
cups differs from the other Egyptian transport 
containers, as they are only found at sites which 
may have had a direct Egyptian presences, being: 
Beth-Shean, ????????????????, Aphek, Ashkelon, Tell 
???????? , ????????? ??? and possibly ??????????. Only 
Megiddo, and possibly ??????????????, have yielded 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
sites. The handled cups appear in small quantities, 
generally only with one example from a site, and 
they were likely to contain a valuable substance 
like honey. Martin concludes that the handled cups 
were likely personal possessions of those who had 
higher social status at these sites. He states the ex-
ample from Megiddo could have been a gift from 
Beth-Shean (Martin 2011a, 253); however, it is also 
possible the object arrived at the site directly from 
Egypt, as Megiddo played a prominent role in the 
consumption of Egyptian materials in the South-
ern Levant. What can generally be concluded is 
that, during the LBA, mainly during and after the 
238 Damm, personal communication 6.01.2016.
239 And presumably Jaffa.
240? ???????????????????????????????????????????????????
the southern beach of Ashdod which yielded mainly jars 
with two examples of imported Egyptian bowls (Nahshoni 
2013, 95).
second half of LB IIB, imported Egyptian pottery 
made its way into the Southern Levant as shipping 
containers. These containers were presumably 
meant for exchange with Southern Levantine sites 
not directly under the presence of Egyptian con-
trol, such as ??????????????, ??????????????, Acco, 
and ???????????????. However, for some special 
containers found almost exclusively at sites with 
Egyptian influence, the handled cups, while ex-
amples of interregional exchange, they most like-
ly represent personal possessions, gifts, or some 
 other type which is not linked to economically mo-
tivated trade. Thus, what can generally be taken 
from this, is that Egyptian imported pottery was 
not a widely used item during the LBA, nor was it 
widely utilized at ‘Egyptian’ sites. The only excep-
tions to this are the Egyptian handled cups which 
appear only at ‘Egyptian’ sites, with the exception 
of Megiddo.
One other important aspect of the imported 
Egyptian pottery is its continuation into Iron I. In 
LB IIB, Ashkelon yielded the most imported Egyp-
tian pottery; however, with the change to the Iron 
Age Egyptian imports to the site did not cease to 
appear. While exactly how much imported Egyp-
tian pottery arrived at site during the Early Iron 
Age is unclear, there does appear to be some con-
tinuity at the site from the LBA through Iron I. 
Moreover, Egyptian imported pottery continues 
to arrive seemingly with a focus at ??????????????, 
from the current available evidence, through-
out the Iron I period and lasting well into the 9th 
cent. BC (Waiman-Barak/Gilboa/Goren 2014, 318). 
Furthermore, during the Iron IB period, several 
examples of Egyptian imported pottery arrived at 
?????????????? (Evian 2011, 113; Gilboa 2015, 253). 
??????????????????????????????????????????????? ????? 
may have arrived at the site through a Phoenician 
port, perhaps ??????????????. The reason for this 
suggestion is that ?????????????? also yielded Phoe-
nician ceramics made on the Carmel coast (Gilboa 
2015, 253 note 10).241 However, this may not be 
????????????????????????????????????????????????
241? ???????????????????????????????????????????????????????
the two from Nahal Patish also arrived in the same manner, 
as Phoenician ceramics from the Carmel coast were also 
found at Nahal Patish and the Egyptian jar at Tel Esdar was 
found with a sole Phoenician jar of unknown origin.
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at the site, which will be examined later in this 
chapter. Nevertheless, the evidence from the im-
ported Egyptian ceramics suggests that, unlike the 
exchange with Cyprus and the Aegean, exchange 
with Egypt did not come to a halt neither at the 
end of the 13th cent. BC nor with the withdraw-
al of Egyptian presence at the end of Beth-Shean 
Level VI ca. 1130 BC. For the contents of these jars, 
Gilboa has proposed that the Egyptian amphorae 
likely were used to transport a variety of items 
such as lentils or grains, though a wide range of 
possibilities exist, and the exact contents of the 
jars is not yet known (Gilboa 2015, 254 f., see refer-
ences therein).
Despite the common statements that interre-
gional exchange ended with the LBA, there is still 
interregional exchange during Iron I between 
Egypt and the Southern Levant. This exchange 
may have been concentrated in the Carmel and 
Acco Plain, representing a development from 
the LBA; however, it is important that interre-
gional exchange did not end. Given the nature of 
????????????????????????????????????????????????
? ???????? ??? ????? ????? ?????????????????????????
more or less exchange between Egypt and the 
Southern Levant from the LBA to Iron I. However, 
it is likely that, from the evidence of the Egyptian 
imported pottery, there was a development of a 
concentration and exchange relationship begin-
ning at the end of the LBA (Stidsing/Salmon 2011, 
174–180) between ?????????????? and Egypt, which 
continued into Iron I. This development will be-
come clearer with the evidence from the Nile 
perch seen later in this chapter.
???????????????????????????????????????????????
exchange used in this work,242 there is one set of 
locally made Egyptian-style pottery which, under 
this definition, is evidence of interregional ex-
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
in this work does not include Lebanon; however, 
of interest is that the locally made Egyptian-style 
pottery found at ???????????? (Tel Dan) was not pro-
duced in the vicinity of the site. Rather, this pot-
tery was apparently made on the Lebanese coast 
and brought to ???????????? (Martin/Ben-Dov 2008, 
191 f., 200). Therefore, while not exchange with 
242 The exchange of objects between two diverse regions?
Egypt, the small assemblage of Egyptian-style pot-
tery at ???????????? does indicate exchange with the 
Lebanese coast.
7.4. Egyptian Stone Vessels: Results
Egyptian stone vessels in the Southern Levant 
have been extensively studied by Sparks (2007) 
who published a catalogue including what she be-
lieves to be true imported Egyptian stone vessels. 
However, much as with many of these material 
classes, there is the question of authenticity and 
if the object under consideration is truly import-
ed or not. In the case of stone vessels, the question 
is whether many of the stone vessels were locally 
manufactured, as Lilyquist has argued (Lilyquist 
1996), or whether the mainly calcite vessels were 
of true Egyptian workmanship from Egypt, as 
Sparks has argued (Sparks 2007, 88–91, 153–170). 
For the purpose of this study, the material present-
ed here is mainly based on the material given by 
Sparks which she states as being a true Egyptian 
import, based on her examination of the manufac-
turing technique and the material. However, fur-
ther provenience studies may change the results 
of this study.243 Moreover, of the vessels included 
in Sparks’ work, she was able to physically exam-
ine only 40% of the stone vessels (Sparks 2007, 88–
91, 153–170). Thus, further study will inevitably 
change this picture.
321 stone vessels of likely Egyptian origin 
have been uncovered from the Southern Levant. 
Of these, 201 or 63% are made of calcite, and if 
one includes the ‘alabaster’244 objects likely made 
of calcite, this number increases to 252 or 79% 
of all Egyptian stone vessels.245 Serpentine246 and 
243 See for example the work by Testa/Lilyquist (2011) using 
strontium isotopes to determine the provenience of calcite.
244 The term ‘alabaster’ is misleading as the majority of the 
vessels made of ‘alabaster’ were made from the mineral cal-
cite differing from geological alabaster. Thus, in many older 
reports, the term alabaster is used when it is likely that the 
actual stone is calcite (Lilyquist 1996, 136–142; Sparks 2007, 
5, 159 f.)
245 Sparks notes that in the Levant, as a whole, 82% of 
Egyptian stone vessels were made from calcite, and this 
number would increase if the ‘alabaster’ vessels were also 
included.
246 9% of the assemblage.
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limestone247 are the second and third most com-
mon materials respectively, with a handful of ves-
sels made from other materials such as basalt,248 
diorite, gneiss, gypsum, hematite, marble, porphy-
ritic stone, schist, steatite/soapstone and three ves-
????????????????????????????????????????????????
The shapes range from alabastra to tazza, bowls, 
and goblets. However, many of the Egyptians 
stone vessels are closed shapes such as jars/ bottles, 
jugs or juglets, indicating that they may have been 
brought to the Southern Levant not only for the 
vessel but also for the contents (Sparks 2007, 159). 
In the letter EA 14, it is noted in the shipment 
from Amenhotep III to Burnaburiash in Babylon 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
vessels were shipped empty (Lilyquist 1996, 156). 
Thus, for the shapes which could not hold a liquid, 
it is likely that the stone vessels were brought in 
and of themselves; however, for those which were 
closed vessels, they may have been brought rather 
for their contents. Yet, given that 160 stone vessels 
were shipped to Burnaburiash empty, this may not 
have always been the case, and some closed ves-
sels may also have arrived in and of themselves.
Egyptians stone vessels were found at 26 sites 
throughout the Southern Levant. However, much 
as with other material classes, 72% of all Egyptian 
???????????????????????????????????????????????? ???, 
Amman Airport Structure, Lachish, Megiddo, and 
Beth-Shean with 26% of all stone vessels coming 
from ????????? ??? (see ???????? and map ??). Of the 
remaining 21 sites, only Hazor, Gezer,  ????????
????? (Pella), and Beth-Shemesh produced more 
than ten examples of Egyptian stone vessels. Ten 
sites had only one Egyptian stone vessel. There-
fore, while Egyptian stone vessels did arrive 
throughout the Southern Levant, the concentra-
tion of the items is again in only a few choice lo-
cations. However, unlike the Egyptian imported 
pottery, the distribution of Egyptian stone vessels 
is less dense than the Egyptian pottery. While 
Egyptian pottery mainly appeared at coastal sites 
247 5% of the assemblage.
248 This basalt vessel from Gezer is the only one listed in 
the Southern Levant as manufactured in Egypt. The ma-
jority of basalt vessels were produced locally in the Levant 
(Sparks 2007, 163).
and in the Jezreel Valley, Egyptian stone vessels 
are more widely dispersed. No imported Egyptian 
pottery was uncovered in the Central Hill Coun-
try; however, Egyptian stone vessels were found 
in sites such as Jerusalem, Shiloh, and Shechem. 
Moreover, Egypt stone vessels also had a wider 
distribution in Transjordan as they were uncov-
???????????????????????????????????????????????  and 
????????????????, which had imported Egyptian pot-
tery, had no Egyptian stone vessels. Additional-
ly, while Egyptian imported pottery had a high 
concentration on the coast, Egyptian stone ves-
sels have a concentration in the Shephelah. Thus, 
while appearing at a similar number of sites, 
Egyptian stone vessels had a generally wider dis-
tribution than imported Egyptian pottery.
The chronological development of this mate-
??????????????????????????????????????????? ??????
in dating the material itself (see tables ?????). Of 
the 321 stone vessels, 96 can only be dated to LB II, 
and this must be taken into consideration when 
discussing the development of this material class. 
Like other non-local materials, Egyptian stone 
vessels began being imported into the Levant be-
ginning in MB IIA, steadily increasing through-
out MB IIA–C (Sparks 1996, 66; 2007, 269 f.). This 
trend continued in LB I, with 86 of the 321 stone 
vessels dated to the LB I period at eight sites. How-
ever, the concentration of this material was at one 
site, ????????? ???, where 60 of the 86 Egyptian stone 
vessels were found. Another eleven stone vessels 
were uncovered at Megiddo, and nine at ????????
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
???????????????????????????????????????????????? -
culty in separating these two periods, as many of 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????
period as a whole yielded 146 Egyptian stone ves-
sels at 16 sites, nearly doubling their distribution 
from LB I. The Amman Airport Structure yielded 
the highest concentration in LB II with 53 Egyptian 
stone vessels. Lachish yielded 22, Megiddo 19, Tell 
???? ???, Hazor, and Beth Shean all having eleven 
Egyptian stone vessels. The remaining ten sites 
????????????????????????????????????????????????
vessels could be securely dated to the Iron I pe-
riod, found at six sites, representing a drastic de-
crease from the LBA, matching the trend Sparks 
noted for the entire Levant (Sparks 2007, 269). Tell 
?????????, Megiddo, and Beth-Shemesh each yielded 
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four Egyptian stone vessels, with the other three 
???????????????????????????????????????????????
being able to determine the difference between 
??????????????????????????? ???????????????????? ????
or if there was an increase in stone vessels over 
the LB I period. Moreover, again because of this 
?????????????????????? ????? ??????????????????
the decrease took place, whether it truly was at 
the end of LB IIB or before. An additional 74 of the 
Egyptian stone vessels could not be securely dated 
to one period. Of these, 52 are dated to sometime 
in the LBA, and the remaining 22 date from the 
LBA through Iron I.
7.5. Egyptian Stone Vessels: Discussion
The Egyptian stone vessels follow a fairly diverse 
pattern of distribution, mainly appearing in small 
regional clusters. This distribution is, however, 
generally more widespread than that of the im-
ported Egyptian pottery. Several regions do stand 
out, having small clusters of sites with Egyptian 
stone vessels, such as the Shephelah and the Jez-
reel Valley. However, the general distribution is 
throughout the Southern Levant, including both 
Cisjordan and Transjordan. Certain sites do stand 
out from this general pattern, such as Hazor, 
Shiloh, and Shechem. At these three sites, Egyptian 
stone vessels were not found in the surrounding 
???????????? ????? ????????????????????????????????
these objects. For example, Hazor is the only site 
in Galilee which yielded Egyptian stone vessels. 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
??????????????????????????????? ??????????????????-
rived as gifts.
It is likely that, for those stone objects in the 
south, they arrived through the port at Tell el-
? ???. However, there is no northern coastal site 
in the Southern Levant which has yielded a large 
amount of Egyptian stone vessels,249 leaving open 
the possibility they generally entered at Tell el-
? ???, travelled north by land to Megiddo, and 
then headed further inland to Beth-Shean and into 
249 Though this may be in part due to the lack of publica-
tion from ??????????????, ???????????????, and Acco, and 
the lack of much of the LBA at ??????????????.
Transjordan. However, given that the majority of 
Egyptian stone vessels at ????????? ??? are dated to 
LB I, it leaves open the possibility that they arrived 
at another port in the north during LB II. Regard-
less, the distribution of these vessels is not wide, 
with the vast majority of Egyptian stone vessels 
(89%) appearing at nine sites: ????????? ???, Amman 
Airport Structure, Lachish, Megiddo, Beth-Shean, 
Hazor, Gezer, ?????????????, and Beth-Shemesh. 
The Amman Airport Structure is again a strange 
inclusion in this list, the same as with the Myce-
naean pottery, as it has the second most Egyptian 
stone vessels for a site in the Southern Levant 
from the LBA and Iron I period. 53 Egyptian stone 
vessels were found at the site, 63% made of calcite, 
but surprisingly with 29% made of serpentine. Al-
most one third of all Egyptian stone vessels made 
of serpentine found in the entire Levant were 
found at the Amman Airport Structure (Sparks 
2007, 240). The site also yielded surprisingly old 
Egyptians stone vessels dating to the Egyptians 
Predynastic or Early Dynastic Periods (Sparks 
2007, 241; Mumford 2015, 95). When these objects 
arrived at the site is unclear, though it remains a 
possibility that these antique stone vessels made 
their way to the site after they were robbed from 
tombs in Egypt, and much of the material may 
date to LB IIA (Sparks 2003, 42; Mumford 2015, 95). 
Moreover, much like with the Mycenaean pottery, 
there is no clear answer why these objects were 
brought to the site, other than that there is a clear 
concerted effort to bring these non-local items to 
this location.
Examining the Egyptian stone vessels in the 
wider Levantine region, Sparks has noted that the 
Southern Levant is generally devoid of inscribed 
stone vessels. The vessels with the names of phar-
aohs like Amenhotep III and Ramesses II are gen-
erally found in the Northern Levant at Ugarit 
during the LBA (Sparks 2003, 52). Only at Gezer 
has a fragment of an inscribed Egyptian stone 
vessel been uncovered, a fragment of a cartou-
che of Ramesses II (Sparks 2003; 2007, 219). More-
?????? ?????????????????????????????????????????
are small cosmetic containers and small piriform 
jars. Only a few examples of monumental forms 
were uncovered in the Southern Levant such as 
at Megiddo (Sparks 2007, 223). Sparks has con-
cluded that the lack of inscribed Egyptian stone 
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vessels in the Southern Levant may be an indica-
tor of Egypt’s differing relations with its vassals in 
the Southern Levant during the LBA compared to 
others, such as Byblos during the Egyptian Old and 
Middle Kingdoms, and Ugarit from Amenhotep III 
to Ramesses II. In this view, there may have been 
no need to seal a relationship between Egypt and 
the vassals of the Southern Levant with a gift of an 
inscribed stone vessel, which may have been the 
case with Ugarit in the north (Sparks 2003, 51 f.). 
Thus, Sparks goes on to say the Egyptian stone 
vessels found in the Southern Levant may have 
arrived via trade either for containers themselves 
or their contents and they possibly could have ar-
rived as personal possessions of Egyptians. They 
were used in places which either possibly housed 
Egyptians or had some Egyptianisation such as 
????????? ???, Lachish, and Beth-Shean (Sparks 2007, 
265–268). According to Sparks, the possible excep-
tions to this are the monumental forms uncovered 
at Megiddo which may have arrived as part of a 
diplomatic mission (Sparks 2007, 223 f.).
It is possible that the lack of inscribed stone 
vessels is due to a difference in power held by the 
Egyptians and their vassals, and that the stone ves-
sels found in the Southern Levant do not represent 
gifts from Egypt. However, it may also be the case 
that if there was a difference in the relationship 
between Egypt and the Southern Levant compared 
to the Northern Levant, it is also a possibility that 
some of these objects are still gifts, just of ‘lesser’ 
value for a ‘lesser’ king. Moreover, as Sparks her-
self notes, some of these objects may have been 
personal items. Thus, it is not exactly clear how 
these objects arrived in the Southern Levant, either 
as gifts, personal possessions, commodities or as 
containers for commodities. However, there is an-
other aspect that must be taken into consideration, 
that is, the local stone vessel industry in both gyp-
sum and ground stone vessels. The use of Egyptian 
stone vessels is in many ways also about access to 
these stone vessels or the local stone vessels. At Tell 
???? ??? where there is no clear evidence of a local 
stone vessel industry, there is a large quantity of 
Egyptian stone vessels likely acquired from over-
sea exchange. However, at Beth-Shean, even with 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
at the site, locally made gypsum stone vessels and 
ground stone vessels significantly outnumbered 
the Egyptian stone vessels during the LBA and 
 Early Iron Age. The local Palestinian gypsum stone 
vessels were likely made in the Beth-Shean region, 
and the ground stone vessels were likely produced 
around Beth-Shean or Hazor (Sparks 2007, 227–
?????????????????????????????????????????????????-
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????
of the site. Likewise, at Hazor, even though it was 
one of the most important sites in the region and 
the largest in the Southern Levant, Egyptian stone 
vessels made up only a small part of the stone ves-
sel assemblage. The majority of the stone vessels 
at Hazor were basalt likely produced in the region 
(Sparks 2007, 244–246). Thus, these objects were 
likely to have been ‘little luxuries’ not having any 
kind of economic impact, but rather holding some 
kind of social value, perhaps as a prestige item or 
as a personal possession.
The chronological development of Egyptian 
stone vessel exchange in the Southern Levant 
must also be taken into closer consideration. From 
the work Sparks has presented, there is a major 
decline at the end of LB II in the amount of stone 
vessels found in the Levant, with them appear-
ing at only a handful of sites in the Southern Le-
vant in the Early Iron Age. She explains this as a 
result of the loss of much of Egypt’s international 
trade network during the reign of Ramesses III 
(Sparks 2007, 269 f.). However, the sharp decline 
is made sharper by the inability to split the mate-
rial from LB II into LB IIA and LB IIB. Taking most 
any non-local material group as an example, if 
everything from LB II is lumped together because 
it is impossible to give a more exact dating, there 
will always be a sharp decline into the Iron I pe-
riod with few exceptions. Moreover, with items 
like Cypriot pottery, it is clear the decline did not 
occur at the end of LB II, but rather at the end of 
LB IIA, and the same may indeed be true for Egyp-
tian stone vessels. For example, at the Amman Air-
port Structure, if the reinterpretation of the site’s 
stratigraphy holds, many of the Egyptian stone 
vessels at the site would have been from LB IIA 
not LB IIB (Mumford 2015). Taking into account 
those vessels that can already be securely dated 
to LB IIA, 69 of the 146 vessels dated to LB II can 
be assigned to LB IIA, nearly half. Of the remain-
ing vessels, 34 can already be securely assigned to 
LB IIB, leaving only 43 stone vessels to LB II. If one 
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splits this number evenly into LB IIA and LB IIB, 
this would create a peak in LB IIA, with a decrease 
in LB IIB which continued into Iron I. This is most 
assuredly uncertain, as the 43 LB II vessels could 
all date to LB IIB creating the peak in this period; 
however, what this demonstrates is that how these 
numbers are divided will create the chronological 
peak and dip in either LB IIA or LB IIB, which has 
interpretive consequences for the following Iron I 
period. That being said, this does not mean there 
was not a decline; however, how the data is pre-
sented may create a greater decline than was actu-
ally the case. Moreover, what remains important 
is that Egyptian stone vessels continued to make 
their way into the Southern Levant during the Ear-
ly Iron Age, even if in smaller amounts. Addition-
ally, taking into consideration the other local stone 
vessel industries, there is a general decline in the 
use of stone vessels in the Iron I period. For both 
the locally made gypsum stone vessels and ground 
stone vessels, there is a marked decline at the end 
of the LBA similar to the decline seen in the Egyp-
tian stone vessel use (Sparks 2007, 272–275). Thus, 
it may also be that the decline seen in the utiliza-
tion of Egyptian stone vessels is not inherently 
related to the diminishing of Egyptian exchange 
with the Southern Levant. Rather, it may be due 
to a general decline in the use and consumption of 
stone vessels in the Southern Levant and thus the 
utilization of Egyptian stone vessels.
7.6. Egyptian Amulets: Results
Egyptian amulets made of faience in the South-
ern Levant have been extensively studied and 
catalogued by Christian Herrmann and present-
ed in three volumes (Herrmann 1994; 2002; 2006 
and personal communication 2013). Herrmann 
has  argued that the Egyptian amulets found in 
the Southern Levant were manufactured in Egypt 
 given the limited evidence for production out-
side of Egypt, whereas there is ample evidence 
for their production in Egypt (Herrmann 2006, 
5). While it is possible that some Egyptian amu-
lets were manufactured in the Southern Levant 
(McGovern/ Fleming/Swann 1993, 9, 22 f.), this ma-
terial class will be taken as non-local and as Egyp-
tian, as Herr mann has argued.
634 Egyptian amulets have been found at 
29 sites throughout the Southern Levant, with a 
higher distribution in the southern half of Cis-
jordan and a concentration in the region of the 
Jezreel Valley (see table ?? and map ??). In the 
southern half of Cisjordan, two large clusters 
????????????????????????????????????????????????
????????, ????????? ???, and ????????????  (South), and 
the second in the region of the Shephelah. 75% 
of all Egyptian amulets were found at only four 
sites: ????????????  (South), Beth-Shean,  Megiddo, 
and Lachish.250 15 of the 29 sites have five or 
f ewer amulets. Again, much as with every gro-
up, the concentration of Egyptian amulets is high 
at a few sites, while having a wider overall dis-
tribution. Despite this, there are several general 
trends in the distribution. First, like the import-
ed Egyptian pottery, very few Egyptian amulets 
arrived in Transjordan, as Egyptian amulets only 
appeared at ????? ??????????? but no other sites. 
Egyptian amulets were not even found at the 
Amman Airport Structure, which yields the most 
Egyptian stone vessels in all of Transjordan and 
the second most in the whole Southern Levant. 
Moreover, the distribution of Egyptian amulets 
is heavily weighted to the south of Cisjordan, as 
20 of the 29 sites are situated south of the Yarkon 
River. Thus, even though Beth-Shean yielded 
20% of the amulets, the general distribution is 
not in the Jezreel Valley, Mount Carmel or the 
Acco Plain, but in the Southern Coastal Plain and 
the Shephelah. Some common examples of Egyp-
tian amulets are Bes amulets (????????) as well as 
the Udjat eye (????????).
The chronological development of Egyptian 
amulets is quite limited (see ????????????). Begin-
ning in LB IIB, 249 amulets were uncovered at 
nine sites. However, 101 were found at ????????????  
(South) and another 97 at Beth-Shean, or 80% of 
all Egyptian amulets, indicating a general concen-
tration at these two ‘Egyptian’ centres. In the fol-
lowing Iron I period, 246 Egyptian amulets were 
uncovered at 22 sites. While the concentration of 
amulets is less than in LB IIB, the distribution of 
these objects increased greatly. ????????????  (South) 
still yielded the highest amount of amulets, with 
250 208, 129, 91, and 45 amulets respectively.
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79 found in Iron I; however, Megiddo replaced 
Beth-Shean with the second most, having 71 amu-
lets, and Beth-Shean, 22. This is a general reversal 
of the situation in LB IIB. The distribution of these 
objects is generally in the southern portion of Cis-
jordan, with material also moving along the Jez-
reel Valley. Of the 246 amulets from the Iron I pe-
riod, 45 can be securely dated to Iron IA.  Another 
139 amulets are dated between LB IIB and the 
Iron I period. These amulets have been found 
at 21 sites. This may indicate one of two things. 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
distribution of amulets may have been higher in 
LB IIB, or it means that the distribution of these 
???????? ????????????????????????????????????????????
thus some of these amulets may be dated to Iron I. 
 Either of these two answers will alter the results. 
It may be that there is either a generally wider 
distribution in both the LB IIB and the Iron I, but 
if this is the case, and more sites in the LBA had 
amulets, then there would be a great decline in 
the amount from one period to the next. Or, there 
are more amulets in Iron I than in LB IIB. Which 
of these answers is correct I cannot say; however, 
they must be taken into consideration.
7.7. Egyptian Amulets: Discussion
As Herrmann (2006, 33 f.) and Kamlah (2016) have 
previously presented, the popularity of Egyptian 
amulets in the Southern Levant did not decrease 
with the transition from the LBA to the Early Iron 
Age. Rather, it seems that, with the beginning 
of the Iron Age, Egyptian amulets became more 
poplar, as their distribution increased, peaking in 
the Early Iron Age.251 Moreover, in the LBA, Egyp-
tian amulets were concentrated at two sites Tell 
??????? ? (South) and Beth-Shean, whereas in the 
Iron Age, while there is still a strong focus at Tell 
??????? ?(South), and in this case Megiddo, the gen-
eral distribution is wider than in LB IIB. What is 
of interest is that, in this distribution, there is a 
general focus on the southern half of Cisjordan. 
While Megiddo and Beth-Shean both yielded large 
amounts of Egyptian amulets, they are outside of 
the general distribution area for these items. Thus, 
the Egyptian amulets at these sites likely demon-
strate an intentional consumption for the people 
251 Based on the securely dated amulets.
Fig. 7.3. The Udjat eye from Tell 
?????? (Herrmann 2006, 223 KatNr. 
429; Courtesy of Christian Herrmann).
Fig. 7.2.  Bes amulets from ???????????? ?
(South) (Herrmann 1994, 340 KatNr. 
371–372; Courtesy of Christian Herr-
mann).
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at Beth-Shean, either because they were Egyptians 
living there or, for both sites, because there was 
????????????????????????????????????????????????
and they adopted these amulets into their local 
cultures. Moreover, given the nature of these ob-
jects, it is unlikely that they were part of the eco-
nomic system for the sites that they were found at. 
Rather, what these small objects demonstrate, is 
that these amulets were likely moved as personal 
positions or small items. Additionally, this materi-
al class, much like the Egyptian imported pottery, 
demonstrates that exchange with Egypt did not 
end with the LBA, but again continued well into 
the Early Iron Age.
7.8. Lates niloticus (Nile perch): Results
Lates niloticus, commonly known as the Nile 
???????????????????????????? ?????????????????????-
ed here. The data concerning the Nile perch in the 
Southern Levant have been assembled in two dif-
??????????????????????????????????????????? (2004), 
and the second more recent study was conducted 
by Routledge (2015). Both examined and gathered 
the published data on the Nile perch252???????????
remains have been uncovered and analysed. Thus, 
the presented information is of course dependent 
????????????????????????????????????????????????
were collected, and subsequently studied and 
published. Much as with anything in archaeology, 
gaps are inevitable.
Nile perch remains have been uncovered 
at 22 sites in the Southern Levant with a much 
stronger focus in the northern half of Cisjordan 
(see  ???????? and ??????). While this non-local ma-
terial is perishable, it did not remain only at coast-
al sites, travelling inland as far as Jerusalem and 
????????? ????. There are only six sites south of the 
Yarkon River which yielded any Nile perch, three 
on the Yarkon River, and one site in Transjordan. 
The remaining twelve sites are all in the Mount 
Carmel region, the Jezreel Valley, the Acco Plain, 
252 With van Neer et ????2004 also examining other fish 
 remains besides the Nile perch. Routledge also has a short 
??????????????????????????????????????????????
and in Galilee. Thus, the general distribution of 
Nile perch is within the northern half of Cisjordan.
Describing an exact chronological develop-
ment for this type of material is an impossible task 
given collection methods and state of publication 
(see ????????????). For nine of the 22 sites, there is 
no more information than that Nile perch has been 
found which date to sometime in the LBA through 
Iron I. Moreover, at other sites like Acco which 
yielded a large amount of Nile perch, the finds 
are dated from the LBA through the Iron I, and at 
Ashkelon, another large group of Nile perch was 
uncovered which is dated from the Iron I through 
the ‘Islamic’ period (Routledge 2015, 232 f.). How-
ever, despite this problem, some general trends do 
appear. As Routledge has demonstrated, there is 
no decline in the amount of Nile perch from LB II 
through to the Iron I period. Moreover, it is likely 
that Nile perch appeared in greater quantities be-
ginning in Iron IA and growing further in Iron IB 
(Routledge 2015, 218). During Iron I ?????????????? 
yielded the most Nile perch remains, with this 
??????????????????????????????????????????????
recovered from the Early Iron Age levels (Rout-
ledge 2015, 216). Other sites, such as ????????? ????? 
and the nearby site of ????? ??????, also yielded 
large amounts of Nile perch dated to Iron IB along 
with the inland site of ????????? ???? (Tel Kinneret) 
(Rout ledge 2015, 232 f.). Moreover, as Routledge 
notes, there is no decrease in the amount of Nile 
perch with the end of Egyptian hegemony over the 
region and suggests that Egyptians may not have 
been the principle consumers of these products 
(Routledge 2015, 218).
7.9. Lates niloticus (Nile perch): Discussion
The appearance of Nile perch in the Southern 
Levant during the Iron I period, particularly in 
Iron IB, has led Routledge to conclude that Nile 
perch was one of the products which kept the 
knowledge and networks for interregional ex-
change alive until interregional exchange could 
be resumed at the end of Iron I and the beginning 
of Iron II (Routledge 2015, 225). He claims they 
were likely a modest luxury: ‘Desirably and unu-
sual, but also not impossible to attain’ (Routledge 
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2015, 225). The Nile perch moved as whole fish 
evidenced by the appearance of all three major 
skeletal zones at inland sites (Gilboa 2015, 255; 
Routledge 2015, 215, 232 f.). Evian has suggest-
ed that these fish were shipped in the Egyptian 
ovoid amphorae (Evian 2011, 111). However, as 
Gilboa has pointed out, some of the examples 
of Nile perch uncovered at ?????????????? would 
????????????? ??????????????????????? ????????????
into the amphorae. She goes on to point out that 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
sea and inland, similarly to how it was recorded 
in the Tale of Wenamun. Moreover, while the Nile 
perch have been found inland, the Egyptian am-
phorae have not been found at these inland sites, 
and she concludes there is no connection between 
the shipment of the Nile perch and the Egyptian 
amphorae in Iron I (Gilboa 2015, 255). From the 
distribution and the chronological development, 
the Nile perch is a good indicator of the continued 
exchange between Egypt and the Southern Levant 
during the Iron I period. However, from the distri-
bution pattern of these remains, there is a gener-
al preference in the region of Mount Carmel, the 
Akko Plain and the Jezreel Valley, with Nile perch 
likely coming to the port sites of ??????????????, Tell 
?????????, and Acco, and moving inland as little 
luxuries (Gilboa 2015, 255).
7.10. The Egyptian Objects in the Southern 
Levant: Distribution Conclusions
The four sets of Egyptian objects presented here 
(pottery, stone vessels, amulets, and Nile perch), 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????
in the Southern Levant originating in Egypt.253 
These four examples represent four well-studied 
material classes which can be compared and con-
trasted. Nevertheless, the patterns listed here are 
likely to change in the future with further study 
and examination of the material. Taking these 
four material types together reveals several dis-
tributional patterns. First, while Egyptian objects 
were found at 62 sites in the Southern Levant, 
253 For example: see Mumford 1998. See also Ussishkin 
2004a, 65.
even taking these four classes together, Egyptian 
objects did not receive the same level of distribu-
tion as the Cypriot and Mycenaean pottery. More-
over, the general distribution of this material is 
not the same for each material class. Egyptian 
pottery imported from Egypt is mainly found at 
coastal sites with some penetration into Cisjordan, 
but here it is mainly at ‘Egyptian’ sites or sites un-
????????????????????????????????????????????????-
dan yielded any Egyptian pottery, ???????????????? 
and ?????????? ; however, both sites yielded only 
one example each of Egyptian pottery. For the 
Egyptian stone vessels, there is a more even dis-
tribution in the Southern Levant as a whole. Egyp-
tian amulets have a general concentration in the 
southern half of Cisjordan. However, for the Nile 
perch the opposite is true. While some sites in the 
southern half of Cisjordan have yielded Nile perch 
??????????? ????????????????????????????????????????
of Mount Carmel, the Jezreel Valley and Galilee. 
Thus, while all items originated in Egypt, the con-
sumption of these objects differed for each class. 
This can be put in greater contrast, as 39 of the 62 
sites with Egyptian objects have only one type of 
Egyptian object. Moreover, the consumption of 
Egyptian objects is limited in comparison to other 
non-local items such as Cypriot or Mycenaean pot-
tery. Egyptian items, when taken all together, ap-
peared at only about half the sites Cypriot pottery 
was distributed. Thus, even though access to Egyp-
tian items was likely easier than other non-local 
items, according to the distance the items needed 
to travel and because of the connection between 
the Southern Levant and Egypt, consumption of 
Egyptian items was nevertheless limited mainly to 
the larger regional centres, coastal sites, ‘Egyptian’ 
???????????????? ??????????????????????
Examining the sites which have more than 
one type of Egyptian object reveals some addi-
tional patterns in the distribution. Of the 64 sites, 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????
These are: Acco, Beth-Shean, Lachish, Megiddo, 
and ??????????????.254 Beth-Shean is not surpris-
ing, being perhaps the site in the Southern Levant 
254 If one includes the Egyptian pottery found at the site on 
the southern beach of Ashdod to the items found at Ashdod, 
this would also place Ashdod as one of the sites with all four 
types of Egyptian objects.
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with the most Egyptian influence (Mazar 1993; 
2008b). However, as seen with the stone vessels, 
even though there was a strong concentration of 
Egyptian material at the site, local products were 
still used, such as the local Palestine gypsum ves-
sels and ground stone vessels, and locally pro-
duced Egyptian-style pottery. Both Acco and Tell 
???? ?????, likely in association with ???????
???????,255 probably acted as ports of exchange 
with Egypt, and thus, these objects likely made 
????????????????????????????????????????????? ??????
inland.
Lachish is also not surprising, given that it is 
one of the sites in the Southern Levant with the 
widest variety of non-local items. Moreover, given 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
and Egyptianisation (Ussishkin 2004a, 59–65), the 
consumption of a variety of Egyptian products can 
be expected, as more items originating from Egypt 
not included in this survey were also found at the 
site (Ussishkin 2004a, 65). However, while there 
was a strong consumption of Egyptian items at the 
site, this was generally concentrated to LB IIB and 
the Early Iron Age other than for the stone vessels, 
which have a higher concentration before LB IIB, 
perhaps supporting the suggestion that Egyptian 
stone vessel use already dipped in LB IIB. Never-
theless, the two ceramic Egyptian jars were dat-
ed to LB IIB, the Egyptian amulets were found in 
their range of production from LB IIB through 
Iron IA, and Nile perch dated from LB IIB through 
Iron IA as well. Thus, at Lachish, there was a gen-
eral consumption of Egyptian goods during LB IIB 
and Iron IA and it is likely that this exchange con-
tinued until its eventual destruction and aban-
donment ca. 1150/30 BC (Ussishkin 2004a, 64). If 
these items were brought directly from Egypt, or if 
they were obtained as a general acquisition from 
a Southern Levantine port, is unknown. Moreo-
ver, for some of these objects, such as the Egyptian 
stone vessels, their presence as possible gifts can-
not be ignored.
????????????????????????? ??????????????????????
types of Egyptian objects presented here, and it 
too was a large consumer of Egyptian products 
255 Which yielded three of the four Egyptian material types 
only missing Egyptian stone vessels.
during the LBA and Iron I. Both Egyptian pottery 
and Egyptian stone vessels appear at Megiddo, be-
ginning in the LB I period,256 both continuing to ap-
pear throughout the LBA. Conspicuously, Megiddo 
is one of the rare sites in the Southern Levant to 
have Egyptian stone vessels in monumental forms, 
and also an Egyptian handled cup which, accord-
ing to Martin, was restricted to sites with a strong 
Egyptian presence during the LBA. Sparks suggest-
ed that the monumental stone vessels arrived at 
Megiddo as part of a diplomatic mission to the site, 
and Martin suggested that the handled cup may 
have arrived at the site as a gift either directly 
from Egypt or more locally from Beth-Shean. Both 
of these suggestions may be correct, and the rea-
son may have been the important position Megid-
do played in the interregional politics. In a letter 
?????????????????? Megiddo is mentioned in rela-
tion to Egyptian and Hittite envoys, likely acting as 
a staging point (Genz 2011, 316). Thus, the appear-
ance of these special Egyptian objects at Megiddo 
may not be evidence of commerce, but point more 
to the special role Megiddo played in the Southern 
Levant, with these objects perhaps arriving as gifts 
directly to the site. Furthermore, the consumption 
of Egyptian objects also did not stop with the end 
of the LBA, as Egyptian amulets are more abun-
dant at the site during Iron I than in LB IIB, and 
Nile perch begins to appear in the Iron I period 
as well. Moreover, Megiddo is one of the few sites 
in Iron I to have Egyptian stone vessels. Whether 
these are residual from the LBA cannot be said; 
however, the appearance of Egyptian objects at 
Megiddo from the LBA through Iron I indicates a 
continued consumption of Egyptian products at 
the site.
Eight sites have yielded three kinds of Egyptian 
material: Ashdod, Ashkelon, ????????????,  ??????????
????, Jerusalem, ????????????? , ????????? ???, and Tell 
?????????. The appearance of a variety of kinds of 
Egyptian material at ????????? ???, Ashdod, and Ash-
kelon is again not surprising. ????????? ??? was likely 
the main port in the Southern Coastal Plain where 
Egyptian objects appeared during LB I, and LB IIA. 
It is possible that, during LB IIB, ????????? ????? role 
256 Though an early date of MB IIC is possible for one Egyp-
tian vessel.
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in interregional exchange in the Southern Coastal 
Plain with Egypt was taken over by Ashkelon. Ash-
kelon yielded a large amount of imported Egyptian 
pottery, mainly transport vessels which likely con-
tinued into Iron I; how ever, to what extent is un-
known. Egyptian pottery does appear during the 
Iron I, though more strongly in the Iron IA period; 
yet, the available information is not clear enough 
to make a strong conclusion. More over, Nile perch 
bones appear at Ashkelon during Iron I; however, 
again, the exact quantities are unknown, as the 115 
Nile perch bones are  dated from Iron I though the 
‘Islamic’ period. Given the available information, it 
is likely that Ashkelon maintained some exchange 
with Egypt during the Iron I  period, but to what ex-
tent is unknown.
The same may be true of Ashdod; however, it 
is more likely that Ashdod played a secondary or 
tertiary role. While one Egyptian stone vessel, four 
Egyptian amulets, and two Nile perch bones were 
????????? ???????????????? ?????????????????????????
from the small site on Ashdod’s southern beach – 
15 sherds of Egyptian pottery, the site is overshad-
owed by neighbouring sites. ????????? ??? yielded 
the most stone vessels in the Southern Levant, 
Ashkelon yielded the most Egyptian pottery, and 
???????????? ?(South) yielded the most Egyptian am-
ulets. Thus, while it is possible Ashdod had some 
exchange with Egypt, from the current evidence it 
is likely that, if there was exchange, it was not in-
tense, or it is possible the site received its Egyptian 
items from another port. Moving further inland, 
at Jerusalem, three types of Egyptian objects were 
also uncovered. One Egyptian amulet, four Egyp-
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
were found at Jerusalem. It is likely that these ob-
??????????????????????????????????????????????????-
ence at Jerusalem as evidenced by several frag-
mentary Egyptian statues and inscriptions (van der 
Veen 2013). The importance of ?????????????? has 
already been presented, as it is likely that, during 
the Iron I period, it was the main port of exchange 
with Egypt, perhaps in the entire Southern Levant, 
continuing exchange which had begun in the LBA.
????? ????????? also yielded three of the four 
Egyptian object types, only missing Egyptian am-
ulets. Interestingly, given that ????? ????????? was 
founded in the Iron I presumably as a ‘Philistine’ 
settlement, is the fact that these three types of 
Egyptian objects do appear at the site. As discussed 
above, Gilboa proposed that the Egyptian pottery 
at ?????????????? likely reached the site via a Phoe-
nician port such as ?????????????? as Phoenician 
pottery found at ?????????????? was produced on the 
Carmel coast (Gilboa 2015, 253 note 10). However, 
?????????????? is one of the few sites in the South-
ern Levant to have Egyptian stone vessels during 
the Iron I period. Moreover, given that the site was 
established in Iron I, it is likely that these objects 
arrived during this period. This is also in conjunc-
tion with the evidence from the Nile perch which 
also appeared at the site during Iron IB. Nile perch 
also was found in considerable quantities at the 
nearby site of ???????????, where Egyptian amulets 
were also uncovered dating to the Iron I period, 
and which was also under the influence of the 
‘Philistine’ culture.
Taking both of these sites into consideration, 
there are three possible answers for why a vari-
ety of Egyptian material appeared at these sites 
during Iron ??????????????????????????????????????
by Gilboa, that it arrived at ?????????????? through 
a Phoenician port and travelled south again to Tell 
?????????, and then it would have travelled inland 
to ?????????????????????????? ????????????????????????
a more southerly port such as Ashkelon, although 
a ‘Philistine’ site, and travelled north to Tell el- 
??????. Thirdly, and what would appear to be more 
likely, is that these objects arrived directly at Tell 
????????? and travelled inland to ???????????. The 
reason this third option would be more likely is 
that the connection between the Egyptian objects 
and the Phoenician objects from the Carmel coast 
is not strong. It demonstrates that ?????????????? was 
exchanging with a site on the Carmel coast, but 
this does not equate with the Egyptian objects ar-
riving at the site from the Carmel coast. Moreover, 
?????????????? yielded four Egyptian stone vessels 
the one object type that ?????????????? has none of, 
and ??????????? yielded four Egyptian amulets in 
the Iron I period, whereas ?????????????? yielded 
only one. While these differences may be small, it 
likely indicates that ?????????????? had some contact 
and exchange with Egypt, as small amounts of ma-
terial moved from Egypt to the site and then fur-
ther inland to ???????????.
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The consumption of Egyptian items at ‘Egyp-
tian’ sites is not unanimous or even intense at all 
sites. At both ????????????, and ????????????? , these 
two ‘Egyptian’ forts yielded three kinds of Egyp-
tian items. However, much like Ashdod, neither 
site yielded great amounts of Egyptian items, 
though for ???? ????????, it is possible, because 
there remains an unknown amount of imported 
Egyptian pottery. Both had one Egyptian stone ves-
sel each, and together 13 Egyptian amulets. From 
the known Egyptian pottery, there is a total of elev-
en examples from both sites. This demonstrates 
that Egyptian sites in the Southern Levant may 
not have had a strong exchange with Egypt itself 
????????????????????????????????????????????????????
as the exchange of objects between two diverse 
regions. Of the ‘Egyptian’ sites in the Southern 
Levant, most yielded few actual Egyptian objects. 
Aphek, and ?????????? (Tel Mor), only yielded nine 
examples of Egyptian pottery between them, even 
though ?????????? was a coastal site and yielded a 
large amount of Cypriot pottery. Indeed, the small 
settlement on Ashdod’s southern beach yielded 
more imported Egyptian pottery than ??????????. 
?????????????????yielded only one example of Egyp-
tian pottery, a handled cup, and one Egyptian am-
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
Egyptian pottery in large amounts; however, the 
Nile perch arrived during the Iron I period, like-
ly after the Egyptian phase at the site came to an 
end, and the Egyptian amulets also likely arrived 
at the site after the end of the Egyptian presence; 
however, the dating of these objects makes this an 
unknown. Only ????????? ??? and Beth-Shean yield-
ed large amounts of Egyptian items. How ever, for 
????????? ???, the exact amount of Egyptian pottery 
at the site from the LBA is unknown. Beth-Shean 
is the only ‘Egyptian’ site in the Southern Levant 
which yielded each type of Egyptian object dis-
cussed here. However, despite being the site in 
the Southern Levant with the ‘most’ Egyptian in-
???????????????????????????????????? ??? ?????????
both Egyptian stone vessels and Nile perch, Megid-
do yielded more, and Ashkelon and ?????????????? 
yielded far more imported Egyptian pottery. Thus, 
the Egyptian items found at these ‘Egyptian’ sites 
likely played a small role complementing what 
was available locally or that which could be locally 
manufactured, such as the Egyptian-style pottery 
or gypsum stone vessels.
This is more likely to be the case for the small 
‘fort’ sites like Aphek, ??????????, ????????????? ??and 
???? ????????, where Egyptian items were infre-
quent. It is likely that the Egyptian items at these 
sites did not arrive via trade under the traditional 
???????????????????????????????????????????????-
sessions or gifts. It is also likely that many of the 
Egyptian items which made their way into the 
Southern Levant were not meant for Egyptians. 
This may also be the case with ????????????  (South), 
where Egyptian-style architecture was uncovered 
along with Egyptian-style pottery, though also 
yielding the greatest amount of Egyptian amulets 
in the Southern Levant. According to Martin, there 
appears to be no actual imported Egyptian pottery 
at the site despite the locally made Egyptian-style 
pottery (Martin 2011a, 229–235).257 Only two Egyp-
tian stone vessels were found at the site; however, 
????????????  (South) did yield the highest amount of 
Egyptian amulets, with the majority of these orig-
inating from burial contexts which also yielded 
other Egyptian objects not discussed here (Braun-
stein 2011, 19). Braunstein has suggested that 
these Egyptian objects were used by local ‘Canaan-
ites’ as additions to the standard Canaanite burial 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
presence during LB IIB through Iron IA (Braun-
stein 2011, 24–29). As she notes, ???????????? ?South’s 
cemetery has yielded by far the most Egyptian am-
ulets in funerary contexts in the Southern Levant, 
????????????????????????????????????????????????
at this site different from that of other sites in the 
Southern Levant (Braunstein 2011, 19). Thus, Tell 
??????? ? (South) stands out like other ‘Egyptian’ 
sites such as ????????? ???, and Ashkelon, as there 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????
availability of certain types of Egyptian objects in 
certain regions. For ???????????? ?(South), there is a 
generally wider distribution of Egyptian amulets 
south of Gezer, and with amulets found at ?????????
257 However, it must also be mentioned that Martin was 
not able to examine all of the Egyptian-style pottery from 
???????????? ?(South).
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??????, it is possible that Egyptian amulets, being 
small and easily transported overland, may have 
arrived in the south via a land route with many of 
these objects arriving at ???????????? ?(South).
The Nile perch has only been found in small 
quantities at Beth-Shean with no other evidence 
at ‘Egyptian’ sites.258 During Iron I, the main peri-
od when the Nile perch was brought to the South-
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
???????????????????????????????????????????????
after Egyptian influence left the site, such as at 
Ashkelon. Moreover, Egyptian imported pottery, 
other than the handled cups which seem to have 
been mainly for ‘Egyptian’ sites, was exchanged 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
such as ??????????????, Acco, ??????????????, and 
??????????????. The same can be said of the Egyp-
tian stone vessels which had a wider circulation 
among the prominent centres in the Southern 
Levant, more so than at ‘Egyptian’ sites. Only the 
Egyptian amulets had a higher concentration at 
‘Egyptian’ sites. In this case, 51% of all Egyptian 
amulets were found at ????? ??????? ? (South) and 
????????????????????? ????????????????????????-
sumption of these objects at these two ‘Egyptian’ 
sites. However, from this survey, this is the only 
case where Egyptian objects were seemingly con-
sumed more so by ‘Egyptian’ sites.
Two other sites, Gezer and Beth-Shemesh, 
must be mentioned for their importance in the 
consumption of Egyptian objects and their role 
along with Lachish in the Shephelah. While both 
Gezer and Beth-Shemesh yielded only two of the 
four categories of Egyptian objects, stone vessels 
????????????????????????????????????????????????
with Gezer also yielding the only Egyptian stone 
vessel in the Southern Levant with a cartouche of 
an Egyptian pharaoh. Indeed, from the Amarna 
letters, Gezer stands out as one of the important 
centres in the Shephelah along with Lachish and 
Jerusalem (Na’aman 2011, 282–286). Moreover, 
in EA 369, a letter written to Milkilu the ruler of 
Gezer, Milkilu is sent silver, gold, linen garments, 
carnelian, all sorts of precious stones and a chair 
258 However, this again may be due to the collection meth-
ods and also to the state of publication from several of the 
‘Egyptian’ sites.
of ebony, all in exchange for 40 extremely beauti-
ful female cupbearers (EA 369; Moran 1992, 366). 
This exceptional letter indicates the importance 
of the site in the Egyptian system that cupbearers 
were not simply demanded, but rather at times 
were purchased. It is perhaps this importance 
which would give cause for the only Egyptian 
stone vessel with a cartouche to be found at the 
site along with a high concentration of Egyptian 
objects. However, this then indicates that these ob-
jects could have arrived at the site in a number of 
different manners, either as payment or perhaps 
also as gifts. Moreover, the concentration of Egyp-
tian material in the Shephelah demonstrates the 
importance of this region, as Egyptian amulets are 
clustered in two regions in the south of the South-
??????????????????????????????????????????????? ??? 
and ???????????? ? (South), and the second around 
Gezer and Beth-Shemesh, with Egyptian stone ves-
sels also concentrated in the region near Gezer. 
As Na’aman has demonstrated, while the archae-
ological remains for many of these sites during 
LB IIA, the time of the Amarna period, are not well 
known, the Amarna Letters demonstrate the im-
portance of this region (Na’aman 2011, 295–297). 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
with a general concentration of Egyptian material 
culture in this region at such centres as Lachish, 
Gezer, Beth-Shemesh, and Jerusalem.
7.11. The Egyptian Objects in the Southern 
Levant: The Chronological Development
For each of the Egyptian objects under consider-
ation, there are slightly different chronological 
developments. However, as mentioned for each 
material class, each has certain chronological dif-
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
elaboration with the publication of new data. Be-
ginning in LB I, the main Egyptian items to arrive 
in the Southern Levant were Egyptian stone ves-
sels, mainly at ????????? ???. Some Egyptian pottery 
was brought to the Southern Levant; however, 
only in small amounts. The same may be true of 
the Nile perch; however, the chronological cer-
tainty for sites which yielded Nile perch in the 
??????????????? ??????????????????????????????????
the LB II period, as mentioned before, it is often 
The Egyptian Objects in the Southern  Levant: Exchange with Egypt as a Resource 233
???????? ????? ??????????????????????????????????
into LB IIA and LB IIB. The Nile perch may have 
arrived at several sites during LB IIA; however, 
the only site which it is certain is at Tel Harasim. 
Egyptian pottery too appears in LB IIA; however, 
this is again in small quantities. It is only Egyptian 
stone vessels which appear in any great amount 
during LB IIA.259 What is apparent is the increase 
at the start of the Ramesside period during LB IIB, 
at least in the imported Egyptian pottery and the 
Egyptian amulets. The Egyptian pottery, howev-
er, seems to have increased in the second half of 
the 13th cent. BC, seen at both ?????????????? and 
at Ashkelon (Stidsing/Salmon 2011, 178 f.; Martin 
2011a, 195–200). For the Egyptian stone vessels, it 
is possible there was a decrease in LB IIB; howev-
er, this is uncertain. The Nile perch is also attest-
ed to in LB IIB. Yet, the general problem of dating 
the Nile perch remains in the LBA, again makes it 
uncertain whether there was any sort of increase 
during this period.
The transition to the Iron Age did not bring 
about the end of exchange with Egypt; rather, it 
is likely that it concentrated in the northern half 
of Cisjordan. Imported Egyptian pottery, mainly 
transport vessels, increase at the site of ??????????
????; and Egyptian pottery is found also at a hand-
ful of other sites in the Iron Age but not in any 
great amounts. Egyptian amulets also appear in 
as large a quantity in Iron IA as they did in LB IIB, 
though with a wider distribution. Nile perch too in-
creases in distribution during the Iron Age, main-
ly in the regions of Mount Carmel, the Akko Plain 
and the Jezreel Valley. Moreover, it is likely that 
Nile perch increased in frequency during Iron IB. 
Egyptian stone vessels are the only non-local Egyp-
tian items considered here which greatly decrease 
during the Iron I period. A handful of Egyptian 
stone vessels do appear in Iron I, with four ap-
pearing at ????? ????????? which was founded in 
Iron I, indicating that these vessels likely arrived 
during the period rather than being reused from 
a previous phase. What the temporal development 
of these four objects of Egyptian origin indicates 
is that, despite exchange with other regions such 
259 If the Egyptian stone vessels from the Amman Airport 
Structure are dated to the LB IIA.
as Cyprus and Mycenaean Greece coming to a halt 
during LB IIB, exchange with Egypt did not stop. 
Moreover, exchange with Egypt did not stop upon 
the withdrawal of Egyptian influence from the 
region around 1130 BC. Rather, it is likely that ex-
change with Egypt did not only continue but con-
centrated at ?????????????? and the surrounding 
region. Thus, despite the traditional notion that 
interregional exchange ended with the close of the 
LBA, this is simply not the case, as demonstrated 
by the Egyptian material culture.
7.12. The Egyptian Objects in the Southern 
 Levant: Exchange with Egypt as a Resource
Exchange with Egypt is not only a question for 
the LBA and the Iron I period, as exchange with 
Egypt and Egyptian influence on the Southern 
 Levant had been an ongoing situation, beginning 
to  greater or lesser degrees since the EBA and 
continuing after Iron I (Mumford 2014, 69–83; Gil-
boa 2015, see references therein). Thus, to try and 
speak only of this period and ignore the contin-
ued relations before and after these two periods 
would be to ignore a crucial factor in this discus-
sion. While Egyptian influence in the Southern 
Levant was perhaps more direct during the New 
Kingdom and specifically during the Ramesside 
period, exchange with Egypt during this period 
is neither new, nor is it surprising that exchange 
with Egypt continued after the end of the LBA, 
as it only continued a tradition going back to the 
EBA. This is not to underscore the importance of 
the exchange with Egypt during this time span of 
the LBA to Iron I, or to ignore the special circum-
stances of Egyptian influence and presences at 
sites such as Beth-Shean, Aphek, ????????????? , and 
 others. Nonetheless, given the history between 
these two regions, their close proximity to one an-
other, and the land and sea routes which connect 
them, it should not be surprising that the end of 
the LBA did not bring about the end of exchange 
between these two regions. Thus, when asking the 
general question whether exchange with Egypt 
was a resource during the LBA and Iron I period, 
the answer would be, yes. However, this is with 
the caveat that this was likely true long before the 
LBA began, and after Iron I ended.
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The changes which occurred in both Egypt and 
the Southern Levant between 1200 BC and 1130 BC 
may have altered the exchange between Egypt 
and the Southern Levant; however, it did not 
end it, and it likely caused a development for the 
continued exchange at ??????????????. There are, 
however, two types of interregional exchange be-
tween Egypt and the Southern Levant during the 
LBA, and each would have had a different effect 
on the development of the societies of the South-
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
of things, that is, the material objects which origi-
nated in Egypt and were brought to the Southern 
Levant. These material objects have been the sub-
ject of this chapter. The second is the interregional 
exchange of people and ideas. These two different 
aspects of interregional exchange would have af-
fected the development of the societies differently 
and would not have played the same role as a re-
source in the LBA. Yet, during the LBA, these two 
forms of interregional exchange were at times 
intertwined.
During the LBA, the campaigns of Thut-
moses III had brought about the Egyptian hegem-
ony of the Southern Levant which lasted until 
near the end of the 12th cent. BC. During the time 
of Egyptian rule over the Southern Levant, there 
began a processes of elite emulation or Egyp-
tianisation and the direct presence of Egyptians 
in the Southern Levant (see Redford 1992, 192–
240; Higginbotham 2000; Martin 2011a; Mum-
ford 2015, 89–130). It was this exchange of both 
peoples and ideas which caused a development 
in the societies of the Southern Levant. This is 
seen either as elite emulation or Egyptianisation, 
where aspects of Egyptian architecture, writ-
ing practices, and the production of local Egyp-
tian-style were incorporated into the daily lives 
of the ‘Canaanite’ population (Higginbotham 
2000, 74–128), whether this involved ‘Canaanites’ 
using the knowledge and ideas brought from 
Egypt, or it was utilised by ‘Egyptians’ living in 
the Southern Levant, which was likely the case in 
conjunction with the locally made Egyptian-style 
pottery (Martin 2005; 2011a). This interregional 
exchange of ideas and people truly caused a de-
velopment in the societies of the Southern Le-
vant during the LBA, seen in the incorporation of 
Egyptian architectural styles,260 the use of Egyp-
tian Hieratic in the southern half of Cisjordan 
as evidence of offering or taxation levied on the 
Canaanites by the Egyptians (see Sweeney 2004). 
Thus, while it may have been forced on the ‘Ca-
naanite’ population, the interregional exchange 
of people and ideas acted as a resource for social 
change and development during the LBA, as as-
pects of Egyptian culture were incorporated in 
the Southern Levant. In this way, too, it caused 
the interregional exchange and consumption 
of some of the Egyptian objects brought to the 
Southern Levant during the LBA. It is in this 
way that the two types of exchange were inter-
twined; however, not all Egyptian objects arrived 
because of this other type of interregional ex-
change. Some, like the Egyptian amphorae and 
the Nile perch, likely arrived because of econom-
ic ventures or exchange with Egypt outside of the 
overarching Egyptian hegemony. Thus, because 
there existed a form of interregional exchange in 
objects which existed outside of this system, in-
terregional exchange with Egypt neither ceased 
with the end of the LBA nor with the withdrawal 
of Egyptian presence. Therefore, because of this, 
the interregional exchange of Egyptian objects 
is not completely connected to the exchange of 
ideas and peoples. It then would have acted as a 
different resource than just the interregional ex-
change of ideas, peoples, and practices.
Firstly, while the interregional exchange of 
Egyptian objects was a resource during the LBA 
and Iron I, if considering only these four types of 
Egyptian objects, exchange with Egypt was not 
a resource for the entire Southern Levant. Egyp-
tian items, even small things such as the amu-
lets which were easily transported, did not have 
nearly the distribution of other items such as 
Cypriot or Mycenaean pottery even when Egyp-
tian transport vessels served a similar purpose to 
those from Cyprus and Greece. Rather, it is more 
likely that exchange of objects with Egypt was 
important to some key sites such as ????????? ???, 
260 Which in the case of ?????????? likely was part of the 
reason for the continued collapse of the building as the sand 
foundation was not suited for the Southern Levant.
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Ashkelon, ??????????????, Megiddo, Lachish, and 
Beth-Shean. During the LBA, this is likely due to 
????????????????????????? ???????????????????????
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
on regional centres such as Gezer, Lachish, and 
Megiddo. Thus, for many of the items uncovered 
at these sites during the LBA, the exchange mech-
anism which brought them there is unclear. It is 
likely, for many of the Egyptian objects, particu-
????????????????????? ??????????????????????????????
that they arrived not via traditional economic ex-
change of buying and selling. Rather, they came by 
way of personal possessions, gifts, or in the case of 
many of the sites, by way of a secondary exchange, 
with the original item arriving in one local and be-
ing exchanged intra-regionally within the South-
ern Levant. This is not to ignore the fact that some 
of this material did arrive in terms of an economic 
exchange, as demonstrated by EA 369, the letter 
written to Milkilu the ruler of Gezer in which he 
was given a list of goods in exchange for female 
cupbearers. However, during the LBA after Egyp-
tian hegemony was brought to the region by Thut-
moses ??????????????????????????????????????????-
riod, economically motivated exchange with Egypt 
was likely minimal.
This may be seen in the Canaanite jars found 
in Egypt which have undergone petrographic 
analysis. While ????? ???? ??? yielded many Egyp-
tian stone vessels and Ashkelon during LB IIB 
and Early Iron Age yielded many imported Egyp-
tian vessels, according to the provenience study 
performed on the Canaanite jars from Memphis, 
there is no real evidence of Canaanite jars being 
shipped to Egypt from the Southern Coastal Plain 
(Ownby/Smith 2011, 273–279; Bavay 2015, 128 f.). 
While this provenience study is still underway, it 
does present a conundrum that two coastal sites in 
the south which received a large amount of Egyp-
tian items have no evidence of shipping Canaanite 
storage jars back as part of the exchange. This may 
??????????????????????????? ????????????????????????
the objects sent back were archaeologically invis-
ible such as the 40 cupbearers sent from Gezer, 
or to a number of other factors. However, it may 
also indicate a difference between the ports in the 
Southern Coastal Plain and those from Mount Car-
mel and the Acco Plain.
As discussed in chapter 4, the exact nature of 
the merchants or traders in the Southern Levant 
is unknown, as the information about merchants 
during the LBA is derived from Egyptian and Ugar-
itic resources. Thus, while it may be assumed that 
the merchants of the Southern Levant acted as 
their neighbours to the north, this may not be the 
case, particularly for those ports under Egyptian 
????????????????????????????????????? ???, Ashkelon 
at the end of the 13th cent. BC, and Jaffa. If these 
sites operated more like the temple and palace 
which controlled Egyptian merchants to the south, 
there may have been less economic exchange with 
Egypt and more exchange between vassal and rul-
er (Na’aman 1981, 172–184). This may be further 
illustrated by the fact that Canaanite jars made in 
the region around ?????????????? and also the 
region around ?????????????? and Acco have been 
found at both Memphis and Amarna (Ownby 
/ Smith 2011, 273–279; Bavay 2015, 128 f.). Thus, 
while the exact situation remains unclear, it is 
likely that the ports of the Southern Coastal Plain 
and those of Mount Carmel and the Acco Plain had 
differing exchange relations with Egypt, which is 
further illustrated in Iron I.
As mentioned above, exchange with Egypt 
did not cease with the end of the LBA, nor with 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
1130 BC. However, while it did not cease, it did 
develop. In the LBA, ????? ???? ??? likely was the 
Egyptian port of trade, with Ashkelon also taking 
part in the exchange during the latter half of the 
13th cent. BC, and Jaffa to an as of yet unknown ex-
?????? ???????????????????????????????????????????
Southern Levant, exchange with Egypt is focused 
at one site, ??????????????. This is not denying that 
exchange with Egypt also occurred to some extent 
at Ashkelon and ??????????????. However, only ???-
??????????? has so far yielded strong evidence of 
exchange with Egypt, as almost every locus from 
the Early Iron Age levels has Egyptian pottery, 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
Nile perch (Gilboa 2015, 251, Routledge 2015, 216). 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
???? during Iron I, and its position as seemingly 
the main port of trade with Egypt during Iron I, 
it is likely that the majority of the exchange be-
tween ?????????????? and Egypt was economically 
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motivated. Therefore, when considering exchange 
as a resource, at ??????? ???????, exchange with 
Egypt was likely valued for its economic impor-
tance rather than for the symbolic or social mean-
ing or the use-value of the objects.
Exchange with Egypt was certainly not the 
only resource at ??????????????; however, it did 
likely play an important part in the site’s econom-
ic ventures. Nevertheless, when considering other 
sites during the Iron I period, while sites may have 
consumed Egyptian items such as the Nile perch, 
it is unlikely that many of these sites had direct 
contact with Egyptian merchants or agents of ex-
change.261 Rather, they consumed the Egyptian 
items either as modest or little luxuries brought to 
the sites via Sothern Levantine agents of exchange. 
For these sites, during Iron I, the Egyptian objects 
were more likely valued because of their use-val-
ue as modest luxuries and indicators of some sta-
tus (Routledge 2015, 225). However, it is  unlikely 
that these objects were consumed in order to 
??????????????????????????????????? ?????????????
culture. Nevertheless, in a time when in the north-
ern half of the Southern Levant interregional ex-
change was limited mainly to Egypt, if one wanted 
to use an object not from the Southern Levant in 
social activities, Egyptian objects were likely the 
only choice. Thus, the reason why Nile perch has a 
wider distribution during Iron IB may be due to an 
increased demand for non-local objects, and Egypt 
was one of the few remaining source for these ob-
jects. Therefore, it may have been a consumption 
and incorporation into the social life more out of 
necessity than actual desire for these objects, as 
Cypriot or Mycenaean pottery and other small 
 objects likely played this role during the LBA.
Taking all this into account, while interre-
gional exchange of objects with Egypt was likely a 
resource during the LBA, it was more so one val-
ued for the use-value of the items, that is, objects 
carrying prestige, personal meaning, or an associ-
ation of the owner with the power of Egypt. It is 
unlikely that exchange with Egypt played a strong 
positive economic role, rather, it may have been 
261 Some exceptions would be ?????????????? and Ashkelon 
which may have either created or maintained some ex-
change with Egypt during Iron I.
that the exchange with Egypt was rather one- 
sided, with objects leaving the Southern Levant 
such as silver or grain without any tangible return 
(Na’aman 1981, 172–184). At sites like Megiddo, La-
chish, Gezer, Jerusalem, amongst others, the Egyp-
tian objects are likely representative of the strong 
political Egyptian influence. However, at ‘Egyp-
tian’ sites such as Beth-Shean, Aphek, ????????????? , 
??????????, and others, the few Egyptian objects 
found there are more the evidence of an Egyptian 
presence which mainly relied on the local materi-
als. However, this situation likely changed in the 
Iron I period, particularly after the withdrawal of 
????????????????????????????????????????????? ????
Egypt was seemingly focused at ??????? ???????, 
which was likely more economically motivated, 
with some possible exchange taking place at Tell 
????????? and Ashkelon as well. While the Nile 
perch made its way to many sites in the Iron I pe-
riod, mainly in the northern half of the Southern 
Levant, these objects were likely valued as  being 
minor foreign luxuries. However, it is doubtful 
they were consumed to present any affiliation 
with Egypt or Egyptian power, which was likely 
the case in the LBA. Therefore, the interregional 
exchange of objects with Egypt acted as a resource 
in the Southern Levant both during the LBA and 
in the Iron I period. Exchange continued, though 
the use of these objects and their value likely 
changed in the mid-12th cent. BC compared to that 
of the LBA. Nevertheless, what cannot and should 
not be ignored is that exchange with Egypt did not 
cease at the end of the LBA nor at the withdraw-
al of Egyptian hegemony from the region. It de-
veloped differently at ?????????????? during Iron I 
than what had developed in the Southern Coast-
al Plain during the LBA; however, when making 
blanket statements that trade ceased at the end of 
the LBA, this is simply not the case with exchange 
with Egypt.
Finally, the question of ‘who’ used these ob-
jects and how this differed between the LBA and 
the Iron Age is an important aspect to examine. Of 
course, the question of who used these objects is 
one which will inadvertently suggest something 
of an ethnic background to those people. How-
ever, this is a question too large to address here, 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
in quotation marks to indicate a general cultural 
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affiliation for that site related to a documented 
assemblage of material culture given such names 
as ‘Canaanite’ or ‘Philistine’. Even with the strong 
presences of ‘Egyptians’ at Beth-Shean, it remains 
an impossibility to say whether or not a ‘Canaan-
ite’ person owned an object, or an ‘Egyptian’ or a 
‘Canaanite’ person who identified as ‘Egyptian’. 
It is with this consideration in mind that one can 
examine the differences in how these Egyptian ob-
jects were consumed.
In the LBA, the two main groups one can dis-
cuss are ‘Canaanites’ and ‘Egyptians’. As point-
ed out in the previous discussion, the main con-
sumers of Egyptian items in the Southern Levant 
were not necessarily ‘Egyptians’. Rather, major 
???????????? ????????????????????? ??????????????
as Megiddo, Lachish, Gezer, and Beth-Shemesh 
seemed to be the main consumers of Egyptian 
items during the LBA. This is the case for every 
material type, other than for the Egyptian amulets 
which were found in large amounts both at Tell el-
???? ?(South) and Beth-Shean. However, according 
to the suggestion of Braunstein, the consumers 
of these amulets at ???????????? ?(South) may have 
been local ‘Canaanites’ as well. Therefore, the 
consumption of Egyptian products during the LBA 
was likely only a resource to the local ‘Canaanite’ 
populations and not the ‘Egyptians’ stationed in 
the region, as far as these four materials classes 
are concerned.
The Iron I period represents a more diverse 
????????????????????????? ??????????????????????-
semblages. ‘Egyptian’ material culture still ap-
pears at sites like ????????????? , ??????????, Jaffa, 
and Beth-Shean, ending approximately around 
1130 BC. ‘Philistine’ monochrome and bichrome 
pottery appears, as well as shifts in the Central 
Hill Country which have been deemed ‘Israelite’. 
In the region of Mount Carmel and the Acco plain 
there is either the appearance of ‘Phoenicians’ 
(Gilboa 2015) or ‘Northern Sea Peoples’ (Stern 
2013). Thus, a wide variety of people groups could 
have had access to this material, and indeed the 
only region to specifically avoid the Egyptian 
material culture in the Iron I period are the in-
habitants of the Central Hill Country, as they did 
with most non-local materials (Faust 2006, 49–
64). ‘Egyptians’ at those sites which still yielded 
evidence of an Egyptian presence continued to 
marginally use items brought from Egypt, simi-
lar to in the LBA. Moreover, the ‘Canaanite’ pop-
ulation too continued to use Egyptian items, and 
the people of ??????????????, be they ‘Canaanites’, 
‘Phoenicians’ or ‘Northern Sea Peoples’, continued 
to consume Egyptian pottery as they had during 
the LBA. The ‘Philistines’ too, to a lesser extent, 
consumed Egyptian products. What this indicates 
is that, other than with the people of the Central 
Hill Country, there was no avoidance of Egyptian 
material culture in the Southern Levant.
Taking together both the interregional ex-
change of Egyptian objects and the interregional 
exchange of Egyptian ideas, people, and practic-
es there is no one clear development. While the 
interregional exchange of ideas in the LBA had 
a great impact on the development of the socie-
ty, the exchange of Egyptian items would have 
only been a part of this. For some, displaying an 
Egyptian stone vessel or being buried with an 
Egyptian amulet did involve at times both types 
of exchange with the knowledge of practice or to 
show association with an Egyptian identity. How-
ever, at times, it may also have been because the 
objects themselves were non-local, costly, precious 
or valued culturally for a reason outside of it be-
ing Egyptian or representing the Egyptian power. 
This was likely that case with many objects dur-
ing the Iron Age, as they were consumed for being 
non-local modest luxuries, but it is doubtful that 
the people of ????????? ???? were identifying with 
Egyptian power through the consumption of Nile 
perch. Thus, throughout the LBA and Iron I period, 
interregional exchange with Egypt did not always 
act as the same type of resource for everyone. For 
?????? ????????????????????????????????? ?????????
was an actual Egyptian living among local people. 
For others, it was perhaps for economic trade or 
to demonstrate prestige when other non-local ma-
terials had become unavailable. Yet, despite the 
changes at the end of the LBA, the ResourceCom-
plex which allowed for interregional exchange to 
take place between these two regions never broke 
down as a whole. It may have concentrated on di-
rect contact at ??????????????, but other sites in the 
south and inland could still obtain Egyptian prod-
ucts either directly or indirectly, thus continuing a 
tradition which stretched back to the EBA and con-
tinued well after Iron I.
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8. Precious Metals (Gold and Silver), and Non-Local Varia (Cedar Wood, Hittite Objects, Stamp 
Seals, and Tin)
8.1. Introduction
Precious metals, gold and silver, is the last major 
group of artefacts which will be presented here. A 
sample of 45 sites ranging from the LBA through 
the Iron I, and geographically spread throughout 
the Southern Levant, were selected to examine 
the regional concentration and chronological de-
velopment of these materials as a resource. A full 
examination was not possible due to time restric-
tions. Thus, it should go without saying, that major 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
database, and await another project which could 
encompass every site which yielded these materi-
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
Because of this limitation, it was not possible to 
do a typological discussion of the precious metal 
objects. Much like with the Cypriot and Mycenae-
an pottery, while there are a number of different 
types and forms, because this work examines the 
general trends, these could not be taken into con-
???????????????????????????????????????????????-
texts. It was not possible to include an in-depth 
????????????????????????????????????????????????-
cial case, the hoards. This typological and contex-
tual study must wait until it can be examined as a 
project in and of itself, as this general overview of 
the regional and chronological development can-
not take these into great consideration.
Apart from the precious metals, there are sev-
eral other smaller groups of objects which have 
either been included in the Tübingen database 
or which are clear examples of interregional ex-
?????????????????????????????????????????????? ????
which arrived in the Southern Levant from the 
north, either Lebanon, Cyprus or from parts of 
Anatolia. Second, there are a small handful of Hit-
tite objects which have been uncovered in a few 
rare instances in the Southern Levant. Finally are 
two groups: stamps seals, which have been cata-
logued by Othmar Keel, and tin. The stamp seals 
are at the time of writing being included into the 
Tübingen database and, as of this point, no clear 
conclusions can be drawn from the material; how-
ever, they do warrant a brief discussion. Lastly 
there is tin, which has left very few objects in the 
ground as it was readily combined with copper to 
form bronze; however, it is an important marker 
when examining the supposed break in interre-
gional exchange at the end of the LBA.
8.2. Precious Metals (Gold and Silver): Results
8.2.1. Distribution
Gold, silver, and by proxy electrum262 are not lo-
cal to the Southern Levant, as there are no natural 
sources for the material in the region (Golani 2013, 
16–18). Gold likely came from Egypt and Nubia; 
however, sources of gold are also found in Anato-
lia and Arabia (Golani 2013, 16–18). The source for 
silver is not as clear. During the LBA, much of the 
silver is believed to have come from southeastern 
Anatolia; however, silver from the Aegean, Iran, 
and Spain may also have arrived during the LBA 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
by Lead Isotope Analysis at ????????? ??? were found 
to originate from southeastern Anatolia, and the 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
also had their provenience in southeastern Anato-
???????????????????????????????????????????????-
an sources of silver (Thompson 2009, 606). Thus, 
unlike pottery which can be made locally, any 
object of gold or silver is materially non-local. Its 
craftsmanship, motif, style, and type of object need 
not be non-local, as these materials, either in the 
raw form or as previously worked objects, were 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
?????????????????????????????????????? ???????? ????
dating the precious metal finds. While the find 
context can be dated, often times to two or more 
periods, the exact date of arrival of the material 
262 An alloy of gold and silver which has 20% or more sil-
ver in it (Golani 2013, 18).
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is uncertain. A gold ring from LB IIB could have 
arrived in the Middle Bronze Age passed down 
through generations, or it could have arrived 
freshly from Egypt or Nubia. Likewise, scrap gold 
such as that found in the Yevnah-Yam wreck is ma-
terial which was meant for reuse (????????), mean-
ing the original date of arrival of the material in 
the Southern Levant is an unknown. This is a cau-
tion which must be taken into consideration when 
thinking of the chronological development of this 
material witnessed in this sample.
From this sample of 45 sites, which yielded 
1963 objects, 87% of all precious metals are con-
centrated in ten sites: Megiddo, ????????? ???, Beth-
Shean, Gezer, ????? ??????? ? (South), ???? ????????, 
????????????????, Beth-Shemesh, ?????????????????, 
and the Amman Airport Structure. Taking all sites 
with ten or more objects of precious metals,263 rep-
resenting 96% of all precious metals in this sam-
ple, reveals a general regional distribution (see 
 ???????????? and map ??). Sites in northern Israel, 
mainly concentrated at Megiddo and Beth-Shean, 
263 16 sites in total.
have 34% of all precious metals (????????).264 Like-
wise, the sites in the Southern Coastal Plain also 
yielded 34% of precious metal objects with con-
centrations at ????????? ???. ???????????? ?(South) and 
????????????. The Shephelah yielded 19% with a 
concentration at Gezer, and sites in Jordan yield-
ed 8% with concentrations at ???????????????? and 
the Amman Airport Structure. The remaining 4% 
were scattered throughout the Southern Levant 
in small amounts.265 Conspicuously, Hazor only 
 yielded eight objects of precious metal; however, 
this may be due to the current state of publication, 
as the results from the renewed excavations of the 
LBA city have yet to be published and will be dis-
cussed more below.
Breaking this material into gold and silver re-
veals similar patterns with some minor changes. 
?????????????????????????????????????? ????????????
?????????????????????????????????????????????
1,377 pieces of gold and gold jewellery were found, 
only 491 objects of silver were found, roughly a 
264 It should be noted here and will be discussed shortly, 
that Hazor has so far only eight published objects of pre-
cious metal.
265? ???????????????????
Fig. 8.1. ? ????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????? ????-
uities Authority).
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Fig. 8.2.  Gold objects from the Megiddo Stratum VIII treasure hoard (Loud 1948, Plate 232; Courtesy of the 
Oriental Institute of the University of Chicago).
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??????????????????????????????? ??????????????????-
al reasons, from the liquidity of silver as a type of 
moneystuff, to the corrosive nature of silver which 
may mean the objects simply disintegrated over 
time. The answer is unclear, and it is a question 
which awaits another study.
??????????????????????????????????????????????-
centration in the Southern Coastal Plain of 42%, 
which is largely due to the hoards (Negbi 1970) at 
????????? ???????????????????????????????????????????
sites in northern Israel yielded 32%. Sites in the 
Shephelah yielded 17%, while sites in Jordan yield-
ed 6%. The remaining 3% was again scattered 
throughout the Southern Levant in small amounts. 
For silver objects, there is a concentration in 
northern Israel at 47%. This is largely due to the 
hacksilber hoards which will be discussed later on. 
The Southern Coastal Plain yielded far less silver 
?????????????????????????????????????? ?????????????-
helah yielded 30%, again mainly due to several 
hoards found at Gezer. Jordan yielded only 2% of 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
were scattered in small amounts throughout the 
Southern Levant.266????????????????????????????-
sibly because of the difficulty in identifying the 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
this sample, 74 were uncovered at ????????????????. 
The remaining electrum finds were found in 
small amounts at: ????????? ???, ???????????? ?(South), 
Megiddo, Lachish, ????????????, and Ashdod.
8.2.2. Chronological Development
The chronological development of precious metal 
during the LBA to the Iron I period again must be 
seen in the light of the fact that the exact date of 
arrival for the material, whether close to the time 
of depo sition or several hundred years before, 
cannot be clarified by the data presented here. 
Likewise not all objects could be given a clear dep-
ositional date, with objects having a date range 
from the Middle Bronze Age through the Iron I or 
covering over multiple periods. This material will 
266? ?????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
?????????????????????????????????????
be presented as best as it can be within these limi-
tations (see ??????????????
Beginning in LB I, 76 objects of precious 
 metal were uncovered at ten sites, with the main 
concentration at Megiddo and ????????? ???. How-
ever, if we take into consideration the metal 
?????????????????????????????????????????????
to LB I, this number is increased to 352 or 18% 
of the total assemblage. Much of this material, 
253 objects, comes from the hoards and other 
???????????????????????????????????? ??? (see Neg-
????????????????????????????????????????????????
at eight sites found in this sample which date to 
this period. The concentration in this case is at 
Acco, with 29, and ??????? ??????????, with 30 
????????????????????????????????????????????????????
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
Here, the concentration is fairly evenly divided 
between three sites: Beth-Shemesh in the Shep-
???????????????????? ???????????????????????-
???????????????????????????????????????????????
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
Iron I period, 469 objects of precious metals were 
uncovered at 14 sites with the concentration at 
Megiddo, Beth-Shean, and Lachish. This relative 
????????????????????????? ???????????????????????
?????????? ???????????????????????????????????????
at Megiddo and Beth-Shean. Breaking the materi-
al down further in the Iron I, 99 objects can only 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
eleven sites. 227 originate from the Iron IA from 
eight sites, with 169 of those objects coming from 
Megiddo and Beth-Shean. In the Iron IB, only 
finds from Beth-Shean and Megiddo could be 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
gold and silver objects were uncovered in this 
period, representing a decrease from the Iron IA.
Taking into consideration the material which 
????????????????????????????????????????????????-
al trends. First, as mentioned above, including the 
material which spans from the end of the MBA to 
LB I demonstrates that the period as a whole was 
not depleted of precious metals, though much of 
this was concentrated at ????????? ???. Taking the 
material which spans from LB II to Iron I also 
demonstrates a concentration of material dur-
ing the periods of LB IIB and Iron IA. There are 
117 objects which date from LB II through Iron I, 
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95 objects which date from LB IIB through Iron I, 
and 147 objects which date from LB IIB to Iron IA. 
Taking the material dated to LB IIB, Iron IA, and 
LB IIB through Iron IA, this comprises 575 objects 
or 29% of all precious metal in this sample.  Taking 
the material that is dated to Iron I, Iron IB, and 
LB IIB through Iron I into consideration as well, 
the number of objects increases to 912 or 46% of 
all precious metal from this sample. Thus, given 
this, there is a clear concentration of material both 
in LB IIB and Iron IA but also in LB IIB and Iron I 
as a whole.
Regarding even wider trends, precious metal 
appears at 32 sites during the LBA in this sam-
ple of 45 sites. Moving to the Iron I, there is a de-
crease to 14 sites. However, taking the material 
which is dated to LB II through Iron I, this increas-
es the number of possible sites to 21. Thus, there 
is a decrease from the LBA to Iron I in the num-
ber of sites which have yielded precious metals in 
this sample. Nevertheless, it should be noted that 
breaking down the data by periods such as LB I, 
LB IIA, LB IIB, Iron I, and Iron IA reveals a general 
dispersion between eight to ten sites per period, 
????????????????????????????????????????????? ??? 
in LB I and Megiddo and Beth-Shean throughout 
???????? ???????????????????????????????????????-
riod such as Acco which only has LB IIA, or the 
Amman Airport Structure which has only LB IIB. 
Only certain sites such as Megiddo, Beth-Shean, 
and ????? ???? ??? yielded finds from multiple 
periods.
Looking at the gold and silver objects sepa-
rately, there is a decrease in the amount of gold 
from the LBA to Iron I. In the sites of this sample 
which have material dated to the LBA, there are 
526 objects; however, moving to Iron I, this num-
ber drops to 281, decreasing by roughly 50%. Sil-
ver, on the other hand, increases by more than 
50% from the LBA to Iron I. From sites dated to 
the LBA, there are 75 silver objects; however, 
from the Iron I sites, this number increases to 196. 
While silver in the Iron Age still numbers less than 
gold, this should not be surprising, as there is four 
times as much gold in this sample as there is sil-
ver. However, while gold decreased by some 50% 
in the transition to the Iron Age, silver increased 
by more than 50% in this sample.
8.3. Precious Metals (Gold and Silver): 
 Discussion
The regional and chronological distribution of pre-
cious metal in the Southern Levant reveals sever-
al trends which can be seen in this sample. How-
ever, before further commenting on these trends, 
??? ??????????????????????????????????????????????
the sample of 45 sites. A full investigation of pre-
cious metal during the LBA and Early Iron Age will 
surely change some of the results presented here.
???????????????????? ????????????????????????
were uncovered in a variety of contexts from 
tombs, domestic settings, hoards, temples, a ship-
wreck, and palaces. A wide variety of types of 
???????????????????????????????????????? ???????
gold, beads, pendants, earrings, rings, signet rings, 
to other forms of jewellery267 along with foil, frag-
ments, ingots, wire, and gold leaf, some of which 
was used in temples or to cover over the bronze 
statue of a god. There is obviously a wide variety 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
contexts; however, an in-depth look at this  factor 
cannot be given here and must await another 
study.
One straightforward observation is that there 
is a general disparity between the number of gold 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????-
ring nearly four times as often as silver. One pos-
sible explanation for this difference is silver’s use 
as a type of money or means of payment. This is 
likely to be the case for some of the silver from the 
?????????????? ??????????????????????????????? ???
be possible that silver was readily chopped up and 
used as a payment. The gold objects may have still 
been used at times as a sort of money, but with sil-
ver likely taking up this role generally, it may have 
been reused more often and thus kept out of the 
archaeological record. Another possible reason is 
the corrosion of silver over time which may make 
it more archaeologically invisible than gold, as the 
quality of the preservation is different for the two 
materials. Moreover, one other possibility, which 
267 For an in-depth discussion of pendants during the LBA 
in the Southern Levant, see McGovern 1985. For a more gen-
eral discussion of jewellery in the Levant during the LBA 
and Iron I, see Maxwell-Hyslop 1971, 132–157, 224–231.
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will be discussed more below, is that because gold 
was more readily available than silver in the LBA, 
and the LBA spans 150 more years than Iron I, it 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
markers, as there is an increase in the amount 
of silver in Iron I; however, this period is shorter 
than the LBA as a whole. Whether any of these 
three options are the cause, or if there is another 
reason, is not clear and awaits further study.
From the regional distribution, it is clear that 
the Southern Coastal Plain and the Jezreel Valley 
were the major concentrations of precious metals. 
This is particularly true of ????????? ??? in the south, 
which yielded several hoards of gold along with 
???????????????????????????????????????????????
the north which also yielded several hoards, both 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
of it, during the 11th cent. BC. Thus, these major 
centres were also the centre for the accumula-
tion of gold and silver objects. However, not every 
major centre yielded large amounts of precious 
metals.
Hazor, for example, was the largest LBA city 
in the Southern Levant and arguably one of the 
most important, however, it yielded only eight 
objects of precious metal. This may be for sever-
al reasons such as the state of publication, as the 
recent excavations on the acropolis have yet to be 
published, or it may also be because of the state 
Hazor was in before its monumental structures 
and temples were burned. With Hazor under a 
time of crisis and partial abandonment before the 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
a situation where many of the precious objects 
made of gold or silver were taken out of the city 
before the multi-building destruction ever took 
place. Thus, a possible explanation as to why such 
???????????????????????????????????????????????-
cause they were taken out of the city before its 
eventual abandonment. This of course may be 
changed with further publications from Hazor. 
However, a similar situation can be found at La-
chish which also yielded fewer precious metal 
????? ????? ???????????????????????????????????????
Even the Amman Airport Structure, a small sin-
???????????????????????????????????????????????
than Lachish. This too may be due to the nature 
???????????????????????????????????????????????
archaeological record; however, it may also be be-
cause Lachish, like Hazor, was also undergoing a 
period of crisis before its destruction. However, 
what is clear is that, from the three sites with the 
most objects of precious metal with Megiddo, Tell 
???? ???, and Beth-Shean having together 49% of 
????????????? ?????????????????????????????????????
main factors in this are the multiple hoards un-
covered at the sites. These special contexts will be 
examined in more detail below.
For the chronological development, there are 
several trends which emerge from this sample. 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????-
cious metals, and in this case mainly gold, were 
concentrated at ????????? ???. This, along with its 
large amount of Egyptian stone vessels and Cypri-
ot pottery, indicates the importance of the site as 
one of the major harbours in the Southern Coast-
al Plain and indeed in the entire Southern Levant. 
However, while moving forward in time to the end 
of the LBA and Iron I, there is a shift, with the main 
concentration of the precious metal from this sam-
ple appearing at Megiddo and Beth-Shean. This 
is particularly true in Iron I, both during Iron IA 
and Iron IB, as both sites yielded large amounts of 
precious metals particularly silver in the form of 
hoards. However, this may also be due to the size 
of the sample, as Ashkelon, a site not included in 
this sample, at the end of the 12th cent. BC, after the 
????????????????????????????????????????????????????
has also yielded a hoard of hacksilber where two 
bundles of silver objects wrapped in linen were 
uncovered (Thompson 2003, 97).
This issue aside, what is clear is that the main 
period where precious metals are most common 
in this sample is during LB IIB through Iron IA 
or, generally speaking, covering the reigns from 
Ramesses II to Ramesses III. The reason why this 
period has yielded the greatest amount of pre-
cious metal from this sample is unclear, as it could 
be related to the increased Egyptian presence 
in the region. However, precious metals, in par-
ticular silver, were still available after the reign 
of Ramesses III, and with the measure of power 
Egypt truly had over the region during the early 
part of Iron I in question, the precise reason why 
these two periods yield the most precious metals 
in this sample is not clear.
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Given that both LB IIB and Iron IA have the 
greatest concentration of material in this sample, 
what is surprising is the general evenness through 
time in the distribution of the material. While in 
Iron I, the material is concentrated at fewer sites, 
in terms of relative numbers, there is a general-
ly even spread across the various periods span-
ning from the beginning of the LBA to the end of 
Iron I. Thus, the consumption of precious metals 
decreased in terms of the number of sites it was 
available at, going into the Iron I; however, the 
amount of precious metal seems to have remained 
relatively the same. Nevertheless, there does ap-
pear to have been a change over time which pre-
cious metal was favoured.
In the Iron I, there was a nearly 50% de-
crease in the amount of gold available from what 
was found in the LBA, while there was a 50% in-
crease in the Iron I in the amount of silver. This 
????????????????????????????????????????????????
who notes that, during the LBA, most precious 
metal jewellery was made of gold, while silver 
was relatively underrepresented in jewellery 
production. He proposes that, because of the in-
terconnection between the Southern Levant and 
Egypt during the LBA and the relative wealth 
of gold in both regions, the Southern Levant re-
ceived its gold from Egypt (Golani 2013, 50). Go-
lani proposes that gold coming from Egypt may 
have been cheaper than silver from the north, 
thus creating a preference for gold in the South-
ern Levant for jewellery production over the 
more costly silver. He notes as well that, coming 
into Iron I, while gold becomes more scarce, sil-
ver is much more common in jewellery and also 
in the amount of hoards comprised mainly of 
silver (Golani 2013, 51). The data from this sam-
ple appears to agree with this observation. Silver 
was far less frequent in the LBA, but increased in 
Iron I, while gold, which was common during the 
LBA, decreased in Iron I. This may indicate that 
the troubles in Egypt during the 20th dynasty (see 
Lesko 1992) may have led to an overall reduction 
in the amount of available gold in both regions, 
which Golani suggests, as only a small amount 
of jewellery has been found in Egypt from 1200–
1050 BC (Golani 2013, 51). However, exchange 
with the north continued and perhaps became 
less encumbered than during the LBA, thus in-
creasing the amount of available silver, as it 
would have likely travelled south along with the 
continued exchange in tin which I discuss below.
This leads to one other general indication of 
this material. Unless one assumes all gold and 
silver from the entire Iron I period was recycled 
material, the interregional exchange of these 
metals and objects continued to some degree 
from the LBA to the Early Iron Age. For gold, 
this should not be surprising, as exchange with 
Egypt continued in a number of different forms, 
as seen in the previous chapter. However, for 
silver, it indicates that exchange with regions 
to the north, likely southeastern Anatolia, con-
tinued and perhaps increased. Thompson has 
argued that it is unlikely that much of the sil-
ver found from the 12th through the 9th cent. BC 
came from the Aegean. She argues that the lim-
????????????????????????????????????????????
Shean Stratum S-4 were likely residual from the 
LBA, and while this may be likely, it cannot be 
entirely ruled out that some Aegean silver did 
??????????????????????????????????????????????
Iron I period (Thompson 2009, 606). Thus, de-
spite the fall of Ugarit, interregional exchange 
with the north likely continued during the 
Iron I period just as it continued to the south 
with Egypt, though doubtless without changes 
as discussed in the previous chapter. However, 
who the agents were that brought this material 
to the south is not known. This is true from both 
the LBA and Iron I, as silver could have arrived 
directly from southeastern Anatolia; however, 
it could have arrived via exchange with Ugarit, 
Cyprus, Lebanon, or elsewhere. Given the na-
ture of silver acting as a kind of moneystuff, it 
?????????????????????????????????????????????
material arrived in the Southern Levant, either 
during the LBA or Iron I. Gold poses a similar 
problem, as gold objects too could have been 
brought from other regions, but with the sup-
ply of gold going out of Egypt likely running 
through the Southern Levant, much of this ma-
terial could have arrived in exchange directly 
with Egypt. However, as discussed at length in 
chapter 3, this is one of the inherent problems 
when tackling interregional exchange.
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8.3.1. Hoards
???????????????????????? ???????????????????????-
??????????????????????????????????????268 from the 
LBA and Early Iron Age.269???????????????????????
as: ‘A hidden or stored collection of precious ob-
jects whose owners, for some reason or another, 
never returned to claim them’ (Golani 2013, 12). 
The reason why the objects were not recovered 
could be because of a catastrophe or destruction, 
killing the owner or the location of the hoard being 
lost. Alternatively, the owner of the hoard could 
have died or been deported amongst a variety of 
other options (Kletter 2003, 147). Another possibil-
???????????????????? ?????????????????????????????????
act which may have been the case for the hoard 
found at Kral Tepesi/Vasili on Cyprus (Bartelheim 
et ??? 2008). However, not all hoards, or assemblag-
es of objects called a hoard, are actually a hoard. 
For instance, a LBA Canaanite merchant hoard 
was found off the coast of Yevnah-Yam south of 
Tel Aviv (Golani/Galili 2015). The assemblage con-
sisted of gold artefacts and hematite weights; how-
ever, these items originated from a shipwreck 
(Golani/Galili 2015, 16). Thus, this hoard is not ac-
tually a hoard, as it was not purposefully hidden 
or stored: it was a collection of items lost at sea. 
Likewise, the hoards from Beth-Shean are also 
questionable in their being hoards or not. The 
three groups of broken silver, hacksilber, found 
in Stratum S-4 in Area S Locus 88866 were neither 
hidden nor buried for later recovering. They seem 
?????????????????????????????????????????????-
ered for an unknown reason, and were covered 
over by a wall collapse. The reason this is called 
a hoard is, as Thompson states: ‘They are referred 
to here as hoards in the generic sense that the in-
dividual pieces were purposefully complied into 
groups and survived as such until the time of ex-
cavation’ (Thompson 2009, 597). Another example 
268 For a theoretical discussion of hoards, see Knapp 1988a; 
Philip 1988; Kletter 2003; Thompson 2009.
269 Again, this is not a complete examination of hoards 
from either period. For hoards from the Iron Age, see Klet-
ter 2003, Thompson 2003, and Golani 2013, 51 who also in-
cludes Iron II hoards.
from Beth-Shean comes from Stratum V. Two 
‘foundation deposits’ were uncovered in Rowe’s 
Ramesses III Temple (Rowe 1940, 19, 26). These as-
???????????????????????????????????????????????
deposits, or it could also be argued that they are 
indeed hoards and not foundation deposits. Thus, 
not all hoards are hoards, and in some cases the 
decision to classify the collected assemblage of 
items as a hoard is merely for semantic ease.
Given these considerations, hoards are gen-
erally thought of as an accumulation of wealth, 
whether that be in the added value of worked ma-
terials such as gold and ivory objects, or the value 
of the metal by weight. Knapp attempted to distin-
guish three types of hoards: personal, merchants, 
and founder’s hoards (Knapp 1988b, 235–327). 
However, as Kletter notes, Knapp does not take 
into consideration the weight of the metals found 
in his different hoard types, which would have 
been the method of measuring the value of the 
material. He goes on to say that the value of the 
metal and the intrinsic value of an object made 
of a precious metal is not so clear. The value as 
a lump of silver was likely the same value as a 
worked piece of silver of the same weight (Klet-
ter 2003, 140). Thus, in the case of the hacksilber 
hoards from Beth-Shean and Megiddo, it can be as-
sumed that these likely acted as a form of stored 
capital or wealth, though it also remains a possi-
bility that the traditional view, that these hoards 
belonged to jewellers or silversmiths, cannot be so 
quickly disregarded (????????).270
Thompson argues that at Beth-Shean, in the 
hoard found in Area S Stratum S-4, there is clear 
evidence that at least some of this was meant to 
act as a type of money. One ingot of silver in par-
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
silver in the ancient Near East. While the exterior 
of the small ingot is a high quality silver, the core 
of the ingot is copper, suggesting that this materi-
al of lesser value was added to the silver to dupe a 
buyer or seller when this ingot of ‘silver’ was used 
as part of an exchange (Thompson 2009, 605 f.). 
270 See discussion in Kletter 2003, and for the hoard from 
Beth-Shean Stratum S-4, see Thompson 2009.
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Fig. 8.3  Three ‘bags’ of silver fragments from Megiddo Stratum VIA (Loud 1948, Plate 229; Courtesy of the Ori-
ental Institute of the University of Chicago).
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Thus, the purpose of the hoards from the LBA and 
Early Iron Age likely represent a variety of mean-
ings. Some may have been personal collections of 
items hidden to save them from being stolen, and 
were lost. Those assemblages of hacksilber from 
Beth-Shean and Megiddo may represent the ac-
cumulation of wealth, or simply items which for 
one reason or another were never recovered. As 
Kletter points out, however: ‘Perhaps hoards… 
in Palestine were perfectly logical for a world in 
which banks were scarce and violent threats com-
mon. The age of plastic credit cards and virtual re-
?????????????????????????????????? ?????????????? ????
the end of the phenomenon of hoarding’ (Kletter 
2003, 150).
These hoard finds are one of the reasons 
for sites like Megiddo, Beth-Shean, ????? ???? ???, 
and Gezer having such large amounts of pre-
cious  metals. For both Megiddo and Beth-Shean, 
the hoards uncovered in Stratum VIII and VII at 
Megiddo and Beth-Shean Stratum S-4 can be seen 
in the context of the LBA or the continuation of 
the LBA culture at these sites. However, hoard-
ing was not only restricted to the sites while un-
der the influence of the LBA culture, as both 
sites also yielded hoards from the 11th cent. BC 
(see Thompson 2003, 97–100; Kletter 2003, 141 f., 
144 f.). Indeed, the hoards uncovered at Megiddo 
from Stratum VIA contained three ‘bags’ of nu-
merous pieces of cut up jewellery made of silver, 
a gold earring, a silver, dish, and beads, along with 
 other precious materials such as ebony wood and 
iron rings (Loud 1948, 157, 187; Kletter 2003, 145). 
Thus, hoarding was not only limited to the LBA at 
either of these sites, and both sites still had access 
to these materials in Iron I while under the reign 
of Ramessess III and afterwards, demonstrating a 
continuity from the LBA to Iron I.
Indeed, taking into consideration some sites 
not selected here, there is a wealth of mainly sil-
ver hoards from Iron I. As Thompson and Golani 
have shown, at Ashkelon two hoards of hacksil-
ber and jewellery were uncovered dating to the 
late 12th cent. BC, while at ??????????????, a large 
???????????????????????hacksilber was also uncov-
ered dating to the 11th–10th cent. BC. Another hoard 
which may date to the 11th cent. BC was also found 
at Eshtemoa and another at Shechem which con-
tained some 200 pieces of hacksilber, likely dating 
to Iron I but perhaps to the LBA as well. From the 
Judean Desert at Wadi el-Makkuk, another hack-
silber hoard with some gold pieces dating to Iron I 
was found. Finally, another hoard was uncov-
ered at ?????????? dating to the second half of the 
11th cent. BC (Thompson 2003, 97–100; Golani 2013, 
51). However, moving back in time to ????????? ??? 
to the end of the MBA and the beginning of the 
LBA there was also a wealth of hoards showing 
that, throughout the course of history, ‘hoarding’ 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
and store wealth and valuables as a cultural prac-
tice which continued from the LBA through Iron I 
in the Southern Levant. Thus, what must also be 
??????????? ??? ????? ??? ??? ??????????????????????
have made sites like Megiddo and ????? ???? ??? 
stand out in this sample. It may very well be that, 
if a hoard was uncovered in the excavations at 
Hazor or Lachish, these too would increase their 
standing in this sample. However, hoards were 
not meant to be found by those who did not own 
them, and it is likely that most hoards were taken 
out of a site and split up or moved someplace else 
before by accident, happenstance, or misfortune 
they were preserved in the archaeological record.
8.4. Cedar of Lebanon (Cedrus libani): Results
Cedrus libani commonly known as Cedar of Leb-
anon has been extensively studied by Liphschitz 
(Liphschitz/Biger, 1991; Liphschitz 2007, 116–127), 
and the material presented here is based on her 
study (see table ??). Despite the name, Cedar wood 
was not only available in Lebanon, as varieties 
also grew in the Taurus and Amanus Mountains 
in Turkey and the Troodos in Cyprus (Rich et ??? 
2012, 796).271 Thus, the Cedar wood uncovered in 
the Southern Levant does not have an exact point 
of origin, though the general point of origin is to 
the north. Cedar wood has been uncovered at 
nine sites in the Southern Levant dated from the 
LBA through Iron I. Based on the limited sample 
size and the limitation of the sampling done in the 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????
271 See also for a discussion of using strontium isotopes to 
determine the origin of the timber.
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of the material other than that Cedar wood was 
available throughout Cisjordan. In the north, Ce-
dar wood was found at Hazor, down to the Jezreel 
Valley at Beth-Shean, along the coast from Tell 
????????? to Jaffa, in the Shephelah at Lachish, and 
in the Negev at ????????????? ?(Tel Sera’) and ???????
??????? (Tel Masos). Due to the current state of 
research, there is no detailed chronological distri-
bution of this material. Seven sites have yielded 
cedar wood dated to the LBA,272 while only three 
sites have yielded cedar wood dated to Iron I.273
8.5. Cedar of Lebanon (Cedrus libani): 
 Discussion
The limited sample of cedar of Lebanon makes 
any conclusions tentative. However, from the lim-
ited sample it is demonstrated that cedar wood 
travelled throughout Cisjordan in the far north 
at Hazor and also in the Negev at ????? ????????  
and ??????? ???????. The main use for the cedar 
wood in this case was in the construction of large 
structures such as at Hazor and Lachish (Ben-
Tor/ Rubiato 1999, 36; Carmi/Ussishkin 2004, 2510, 
2512); however, cedar wood was also prized for 
its use in shipbuilding, as in the case of Uluburun 
which was likely a ship from one of the sites in 
the Mount Carmel region (Rich et ??? 2016, 517). In 
Egypt, cedar wood was also used in the construc-
tion of buildings and boats, but also for sarcophagi 
and other burial appurtenances (Liphschitz/Biger 
1991, 168).
Unfortunately, the textual evidence which de-
scribes the exchange and transport of cedar wood 
comes either from outside of the Southern Levant 
during the LBA and Iron I, or from later periods as 
described in the Biblical texts. Thus, the means of 
exchange can only be inferred from these exteri-
or sources. The Egyptian sources from the LBA de-
scribe how Thutmoses III had cedar wood shipped 
from Byblos as a tribute, while Ramesses III main-
tained access to the material for use as masts for 
ships and beams and logs (Liphschitz/Biger 1991, 
272 Aphek, Beth-Shean, Hazor, Jaffa, Lachish, ????????????? , 
and Ta’anach.
273 Lachish, ?????????? ???, and ??????????????.
168). Likewise, the Tale of Wenamun dated to the 
11th cent. BC is in essence a text about obtaining ce-
dar wood from Byblos to bring back to Egypt.
From the Biblical sources, one of the most 
detailed accounts comes from 1 Kings chapter 5 
which describes a conversation between Solomon 
and Hiram king of Tyre (see also 2 Chronicles 2:3–
???????????????????????
‘(5) Behold, I intend to build a house for the name 
of the Lord my God, as the Lord spoke to David my 
father, saying, ‘Your son, whom I will set on your 
throne in your place, he will build the house for 
My name.’ (6) Now therefore, command that they 
cut for me cedars from Lebanon, and my serv-
ants will be with your servants; and I will give you 
wages for your servants according to all that you 
say, for you know that there is no one among us 
who knows how to cut timber like the Sidonians.’ 
(1 Kings 5:5–6 NASB).
Hiram’s response details how the wood was to 
be brought to the construction site of the temple at 
Jerusalem, as it goes on to say:
‘(8) So Hiram sent word to Solomon, saying, ‘I have 
heard the message which you have sent me; I will 
do what you desire concerning the cedar and cy-
press timber. (9) My servants will bring them 
down from Lebanon to the sea; and I will make 
them into rafts to go by sea to the place where you 
direct me, and I will have them broken up there, 
and you shall carry them away. Then you shall 
accomplish my desire by giving food to my house-
hold.’ ’ (1 Kings 5:8–9 NASB).
From the text in 2 Chronicles 2:16, it is stated 
that the cedar wood was brought to Jaffa before 
being taken inland to Jerusalem. Given this de-
scription, the transportation and cost of the mate-
rials, particularly to inland sites, must have been 
vast. This makes the appearance of this wood at 
sites like Hazor, Beth-Shean, ????????????? , Lachish, 
and ?????????? ??? stand out, as the cost of obtain-
ing and transporting the material for use in con-
struction must have been great. As Liphschitz and 
Biger describe it: ‘Such a system [as transporting 
cedar wood] could have been inaugurated only in 
a period in which there was a strong economy and 
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well-organized administration’ (Liphschitz/Biger 
1991, 175; see also Liphschitz/Biger 1995).
Concerning the chronological distribution 
of the cedar wood, again, because of the limit-
ed size of the sample, few concrete conclusions 
can be drawn from the material. What is clear is 
that, during the LBA, the major centres had access 
to cedar wood. In some cases, as I will demon-
strate below, this may have been to cedar wood 
brought to the site during the MBA regardless, it 
speaks of the use of non-local materials during the 
LBA which has been presented at length before. 
Iron I, on the other hand, cannot be discounted. 
Only three sites yielded cedar wood, based on 
Liphschitz’s work. The cedar wood found in La-
chish Level VI remains part of the city under the 
????????????????????????????????????????????????????
demonstrates the site’s importance and economic 
prowess before it underwent a period of crisis and 
finally abandonment. This leaves two sites, Tell 
????????? and ?????????? ???, which yielded cedar 
wood from Iron I. Both sites have their origins in 
Iron I, which makes it unlikely that the wood was 
reused, though it could be possible they salvaged it 
from somewhere else to bring it to the site. How-
ever, with the prominence of ?????????? ??? in the 
region (see Tebes 2003), it is likely that this site ful-
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
above. Thus, while it should not be overstated that 
Iron I was a direct continuation of the cedar ex-
change seen in the LBA, it cannot be understated, 
as other types of evidence point to continued ex-
change with northern regions, already seen in the 
continuation of silver to be brought to the South-
ern Levant, and as will be seen in the continued 
exchange in tin.
One issue with this material which must at 
least be mentioned is, of course, the old wood 
problem, that is, the reuse of the wood from pre-
vious buildings in newer structures which creates 
a problem of knowing when the material actual-
ly arrived in the Southern Levant. This problem 
is witnessed at both Lachish and Hazor. In the 
Acropolis Temple at Lachish, the cedar wood 
samples were 14C dated, with many of the sam-
ples found to date to the LBA; however, one of the 
samples dated to the MBA and was likely a reused 
beam from the MBA palace (Carmi/Ussishkin 2004, 
2510, 2512; Liphschitz 2007, 122). A similar situa-
tion is true of some of the cedar wood uncovered 
????????????????????????????????????????????????
dated to the 18th cent. (Ben-Tor/Rubiato 1999, 36). 
Thus, it must be taken into consideration that 
some of the cedar wood was recycled from older 
buildings and does not represent interregional ex-
change in the LBA but rather in the MBA. This is 
not to underscore the presence of cedar wood in 
the LBA; it is however a caution when taking this 
data into consideration.
8.6. Hittite Objects: Results
The Hittite objects found in the Southern Levant 
have been collected by Genz (2011; see also Gilan 
2013b) and amount to a handful of objects (see 
table ??). Hittite objects have been found at four 
sites in the Southern Levant. An ivory plaque of 
Hittite origin was uncovered at Megiddo along 
with a biconvex seal made of steatite bearing the 
name of Anu-Ziti, a charioteer (Genz 2011, 316). At 
??????????????? (Tel Nami), a bronze signet ring 
was uncovered in a grave of a man named Ushe, 
a Hurrian name who was possibly a high rank-
??????????????????????????????????????????????? ?????
(Gilan 2013b, 42). Two other signet rings made of 
silver were uncovered at ???????????? ?(South) bear-
ing the names of Zazuwa and Ana, possibly a mar-
????????????????????????????????????????????????????
comes from Aphek, where a bulla bearing part 
of a royal seal belonging to an unknown Hittite 
prince as the name cannot be reconstructed (Genz 
2011, 316).
8.7. Hittite Objects: Discussion
When discussing interregional exchange during 
a given period and region, it is as important to 
discuss which regions were not exchanging with 
each other according to the archaeological re-
cord as it is which regions were exchanging. This 
is of course taking the definition for exchange 
and interregional exchange used in this work 
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into consideration.274 Hittite Anatolia is a perfect 
example of this, concerning LBA interregional 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
within Anatolia and northern Syria ‘trade’ or in-
terregional exchange does not seem to have been 
important to the Hittites. As Genz states: ‘One is 
left with the impression that trade did not play 
a prominent role in Hittite society and economy’ 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
????????????????????????????????????????????????-
jects, mainly seals or signet rings, are not likely 
to be evidence of traditional trade, demonstrat-
ing some kind of economic connection. Rather, 
these objects likely represent to some extent the 
movement of people during the 13th cent. BC. The 
bronze signet ring belonging to Ushe, a Hurrian 
name, was likely a personal possession which was 
buried with the man. As Gilan points out, one can 
only speculate why he was buried at ???????????
????; however, he like his seal likely originated 
from Syria (Gilan 2013b, 42).
The same is likely true of the other signet rings 
(Genz 2011, 323). For Megiddo, the site was men-
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
Megiddo as a staging point for envoys heading 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
site may be evidence of one of those envoys pass-
ing through the site (Genz 2011, 316). Likewise, 
the partial royal Hittite bulla found at Aphek can 
be associated with an Akkadian letter found at 
Aphek, sent from Ugarit to an Egyptian official 
concerning the purchase of wheat (Gilan 2013b, 
42). Given all this, there is little evidence of any 
kind of exchange between the Southern Levant 
and the Hittites, which Genz does not see as sur-
prising, stating: ‘The southern Levant was under 
Egyptian domination during most of the LBA, 
 Hatti naturally had no direct relations to the  rulers 
of Canaanite cities’ (Genz 2011, 316). However, 
even considering that political relations may have 
been different between the Hittites and the rulers 
of the Southern Levant, as Genz goes on to point 
274? ???????????????????????The movement of an object 
from one location to another. Interregional exchange can 
??????????????The exchange of objects between two di-
verse regions.
out, there is little evidence to suggest the Hittites 
exchanged with any region to any great extent, in-
cluding Egypt (Genz 2011, 317–323). What should 
be taken from this evidence is that, in spite of the 
term ‘international age’, given to describe when 
the LBA was a period of constant flow of inter-
regional exchange – that is, movement of objects 
from one region to another – this was not always 
applicable. Indeed, even taking a large and pow-
erful culture such as the Hittites who were part 
of the ‘Club of the Great Kings’, they likely did not 
partake in much interregional exchange other 
than in gift exchange, as Anatolia and the regions 
conquered and controlled by the Hittites were al-
ready rich in natural resources (Genz 2011, 323). 
Thus, there was no need to exchange with the 
outside world, and in the case of the Southern 
Levant, there was either no need or ability to ex-
change with the Hittites. What it demonstrates is 
also, again, the question of contact versus connec-
tion. In this case, while there was likely contact 
between these two regions, it is doubtful whether 
there was a connection.
8.8. Other Non-Local Objects and Materials
8.8.1. Stamp Seals
There exist, of course, other non-local objects and 
materials which have not been included into this 
study. One such group of objects are stamp seals 
in the Southern Levant. This large body of materi-
al has been rigorously catalogued by Othmar Keel, 
a work which is still under way. While this object 
group could not be examined fully in this work, 
there are some general observations which can be 
made about these relatively common small objects 
????????????????????????????????????????????????
Many of the seals catalogued by Keel are made of 
steatite or enstatite.275 Steatite is very soft measur-
ing a 1 on the Mohs hardness scale. It has a soapy 
275 Enstatite is formed when steatite is heated above 900° C 
increasing the hardness of the material from a 1 on the 
Mohs scale to a 7 (Bar-Yosef et ??? 2004, 496).
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texture and is mainly composed of talc, making it 
easy to carve and shape, and leading to its use for 
scarabs and other small objects (Golani 2013, 35). 
The importance of this is that, while many of the 
small stamps seals recorded by Keel are made of 
steatite or enstatite, steatite is a non-local materi-
al. Raw steatite is found in Egypt’s eastern desert 
and near Aswan, the Indus Valley, Mesopotamia, 
and Syria; however, there are no local sources of 
steatite in the Southern Levant (Bar-Yosef et ????
2004, 497; Golani 2013, 35). From the current state 
of knowledge, it is not known from where exactly 
the steatite came from to produce the stamp seals, 
though for many of the scarabs and scarboids, it 
is likely that these were sourced from the steatite 
in Egypt proper. However, there remains the ques-
tion if these objects were brought to the Southern 
Levant as completed pieces, or if the raw material 
was brought and then worked in the region.
An example of this are several seals from 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
style; however, as they are made from enstatite, 
they can only be stylistically local, as the steatite 
must have come from another region.276 Thus, 
while the seal may be in a local style, it begs the 
question if there is an exchange of raw steatite, 
a question which warrants future examination. 
This is true not only for the plain and seemingly 
worthless material steatite, but also for other pre-
cious stones such as carnelian and agate, which 
could have originated from multiple regions but, 
as of yet, have not been thoroughly studied (Gola-
ni 2013, 31 f.). Thus, future research looking at the 
chemical composition and therefore the origin of 
these materials may reveal another side of interre-
gional exchange in the LBA, but also in Iron I.
8.8.2. Tin
Tin is another non-local metal, with possible 
ori gins in Iran, Central Asia, Western Iberia, Af-
ghanistan, and perhaps Anatolia, along with the 
far-flung source of Cornwall, England (Galili/
276 See for example seals number 5, 6, 10, 19, and 20 (Keel 
1995, 80–87).
Gale/Rosen 2013, 21; 2011, 71). As discussed pre-
viously, tin was uncovered both on the Hishuley 
Carmel wreck and the Uluburun wreck, whose 
shipment likely had its origins in the Southern 
Levant. It is assumed that much of the tin in the 
Eastern Mediterranean came from the east, and 
arrived in the Levant through Ugarit and was 
shipped from there to other regions (Bell 2009, 
33 f.). While tin is a relatively archaeological in-
visible material, as it would have been readily 
combined with copper to make bronze, bronze 
itself speaks to the continued interregional ex-
change of tin from the LBA through the Iron I 
period, even after the destruction and abandon-
ment of Ugarit.
At ??????? ??????? in the Negev, copper and 
bronze production were seen throughout the 
Iron I period at the site (Gottlieb 2010, 95, 100). 
For the production of bronze, one of course needs 
a source of tin, and as Tebes has suggested, the 
tin from ?????????????? during the Iron Age may 
have come from Iran, though this is just a possi-
bility (Tebes 2003, 70). Regardless of where exact-
ly the tin came from for the bronze production, 
what this demonstrates is that, during the Iron I 
period, tin must have arrived in the Southern Le-
vant, even in a southerly location such as ???????
???????. More over, this demonstrates that, even 
with the destruction of Ugarit in the north, this did 
not stop tin from arriving in the Southern  Levant, 
no matter if it was from Iran or Central Asia, 
amongst other places. Indeed, recent archaeome-
tallurgical investigations have shown that there 
was never a dip in the supply of tin during Iron I 
in the Southern Levant (Yahalom-Mack et al. 2014; 
Yahalom-Mack/Eliyahu-Behar 2015; Ashkenazi/
Bunimovitz/Stern 2016). Yahalom-Mack and Eli-
yahu-Behar describe the situation from the transi-
tion from the LBA to the Iron Age by stating:
‘With respect to the question of tin availability for 
the production of bronze, analysis of 95 copper 
based artifacts from LB II–Iron II contexts showed 
that tin-bronze was continuously used and that 
the average tin (Sn) content (5–6 wt%) was main-
tained throughout the periods. This supports ear-
lier studies that showed there was no shortage of 
tin during the transition period – a shortage that 
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would have driven Iron Age smiths to shift to 
iron.’ (Yahalom-Mack/Eliyahu-Behar 2015, 298).
Even more recently, Ashkenazi, Bunimovitz, 
and Stern have stated even more strongly that 
there was no shortage of tin during Iron I. They 
say:
‘Archaeological and archaeometallurgical studies 
in recent decades have revolutionized our per-
ceptions concerning the transition from bronze to 
iron in the southern Levant. Apparently, bronze 
– the commonly used metal during the Middle 
and Late Bronze Ages – continued to be produced 
through the entire Iron Age I, and iron became a 
utilitarian metal only at the beginning of the Iron 
Age II (about the ninth century BCE). Moreover, 
previous ideas about shortage in tin and copper 
due to the collapse of the eastern Mediterranean 
commercial network in the ‘crisis years’ of the 
twelfth century BCE, have turned out to be exag-
gerated if not completely erroneous. Tin was avail-
able in Iron Age I no less than before, and the Cyp-
riote copper imported to Canaan during the Late 
Bronze Age seems to have been replaced by cop-
per produced at the mining sites of Wadi Faynan 
and Timna in the Arabah’ (Ashkenazi/Bunimovitz/
Stern 2016, 170).
These recent evaluations which demonstrate 
?????? ????????????????????????????????????????????
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
conducted in 1998. They too found that there 
was no evidence that the supply of tin was ever 
in question during Iron I. Indeed there appears 
that there might have been an increase in the use 
of bronze during the Early Iron Age, rather than 
a decrease which led to the change to iron tools 
(Pickles/Peltenburg 1998, 80 f.).
While it is likely that many bronze objects in 
the Iron I period found throughout the Southern 
Levant were recycled from the previous period(s), 
what is clear is that new objects were made from 
newly-arrived tin brought to the Southern Levant 
during Iron I. Thus, as both Yahalom-Mack and Eli-
yahu-Behar and Ashkenazi, Bunimovitz, and Stern 
pointed out, even a material like tin, which ar-
rived from far off destinations, did not cease to be 
exchanged in Iron I, despite claims in the past that 
this was case.277 The exact development from the 
LBA to Iron I is unclear, but tin must have arrived 
via another route other than through Ugarit after 
its destruction and abandonment ca. 1185 BC. It is 
???????????????????????????????????????????????-
tion of interregional exchange during Iron I.
8.9. Precious Metals and Non-Local Varia 
as Resources in the Late Bronze Age 
 through Iron I
The six types of materials presented here (gold, sil-
ver, cedar wood, Hittite objects, stamp seals, and 
tin) each would have acted in a different way as a 
resource than the other. Even with materials that 
are similar, such as the metals, their importance, 
use, and value differ from one another. I begin 
with the precious metals, which are the best repre-
sented sample in this section.
Gold and silver played an integral role in the 
life and society of the people of the Southern Le-
vant, both during the LBA and in Iron I. One way 
this is apparent is in the use of jewellery not only 
for personal adornment but also as symbols of 
gender and identity. As Golani describes it: ‘Due to 
its intensely personal and visible nature, jewelry 
was and is still a method of proclaiming oneself 
ethnically or culturally. Jewelry is symbolic, and 
may be used to publicize an association or identi-
????????????????????????????????????????????????????
(Golani 2014, 270). Thus, while not all jewellery 
was made from precious metals, those which 
????? ?????????? ????? ????????????????????? ???? ????-
vidual who adorned it to project something about 
themselves. The intrinsic nature of these precious 
metals, such as their colour or that gold does not 
tarnish, would also have been part of the symbol-
ic meaning behind the jewellery. Given that these 
materials are also rare and thus expensive, it 
might as well have been a way of demonstrating 
wealth or prestige, or, as Green points out, they 
277 See Yahalom-Mack/Eliyahu-Behar 2015 for a discussion 
of the previous theories concerning the shortage of tin and 
copper in the Iron Age and the rise in the use of Iron itself.
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may have acted as worn wealth, particularly dur-
ing Iron I (Green 2007, 303 f.).
Green has suggested that, from his analysis of 
the anklets worn by the deceased in the cemetery 
from ????????????????, these may have been a type of 
marker to denote age and gender. He suggests that 
single anklets were worn by some men of high 
status, while anklet pairs were worn primarily 
by women, children, and infants, and he goes on 
to suggest that the size of the anklet might also be 
an indication of growing into or out of wearing an-
klets from infancy to adulthood (Green 2007, 283, 
303 f.). Thus, for both the LBA and Iron I, jewellery 
made of precious metals were likely part of the 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
Southern Levant. However, the extent of this, and 
to what degree changes took place from the LBA to 
Iron I in terms of the use of jewellery and the types 
of objects made and worn, are beyond the reach 
of this project. No study has yet closely examined 
all forms of jewellery from the LBA to Iron I in the 
Southern Levant;278 however, two volumes have 
been produced for jewellery in Iron II (Limmer 
2007; Golani 2013). Combined, these two volumes 
total over 1,000 pages while covering only rough-
ly 400 years.279 Thus, like in Iron II, to fully under-
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
jewellery in the LBA and Iron I in the Southern Le-
vant, particularly those made of precious metals, 
requires at least one if not more in-depth studies, 
and this does not even include the other applica-
tions of precious metals in temples, monumental 
buildings, as gold leaf on statues of the gods and 
so on.
Gold and silver were not limited, of course, 
to jewellery. Taking the example of the Acropolis 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
demonstrates the use of gold as part of the cult 
and cultic structure. In the temple, gold leaf was 
adhered to painted plaster which was adhered in 
turn to beams of cedar wood, demonstrating the 
opulence of the structure (Ussishkin 2004b, 238, 
245, 266). Also found in the Acropolis Temple was 
a gold plaque depicting a naked goddess standing 
278 McGovern’s book on pendants in the LBA is the major 
exception to this.
279 In the case of Limmer 2007 she only examines the peri-
od from 850–580 BC (Limmer 2007, 14).
on a horse (Ussishkin 2004b, 266 f.). These are only 
a few instances where gold was used in cultic con-
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????
at times the very image of the god, as gold too was 
used to cover over bronze sculptures of the gods 
such as some of the bronze statues from Hazor at 
the end of the LBA, though in this case, the gold 
was stripped off the statues (Ben-Tor 2006, 6 f.).
Silver too maintained several functions out-
side of personal adornment, which is made par-
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
which mainly consist of hacksilber. Despite its use 
in jewellery, silver also acted as a form of mon-
eystuff being exchanged by weight. This would 
explain the ‘counterfeit’ silver ingot with a cop-
per core from Beth-Shean. However, as Green 
pointed out above, silver in the form of jewellery 
could also be considered worn wealth. Much as a 
gold wedding ring or other gold ornaments in the 
modern age can be exchanged for physical money 
based on the current market value, silver jewel-
lery in the past could have been used in exchanges 
based on the weight of the object and not neces-
sarily its shape. It is in all of these ways that gold 
and silver acted as resources to the people of the 
Southern Levant during both the LBA and Iron I. 
The precious metals acted as symbols to those who 
wore them; they represented the gods and part of 
the cosmological understanding of the world; they 
acted as stores of wealth which could be worn 
or hidden away, only to be lost then found by ar-
chaeologists in the future. How and what kind of 
developments took place and how they acted as a 
cultural resource from the transition from the LBA 
to Iron I cannot be greatly expounded upon, based 
on this small study of the material. However, some 
remarks can be made based on the chronological 
development witnessed in this sample.
As mentioned above, concerning the amount 
of precious metals in the Southern Levant from 
the LBA to Iron I, there is a fairly even distribution 
among the sub periods. The two periods which do 
stand out are the LB IIB and Iron IA. This again 
??????????????? ??? ???? ????????????????????????-
ence in the Southern Levant during this time, but 
what is of importance is that, both before and af-
ter LB IIB through Iron IA, both gold and silver 
were available, with gold more prominent in the 
LBA and silver in Iron I. Gold objects were found 
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in large amounts at ????????? ??? at the beginning of 
the LBA, while silver was plentiful at Megiddo and 
Beth-Shean during both Iron IA and Iron IB. While 
fewer sites in total during Iron I yielded precious 
metal when compared to the LBA as a whole, the 
individual periods do present again a fairly even 
spread of the material based on this sample. This 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
possibly dating to Iron I.
One point which does, however, stand out is 
the shift from the LBA to Iron I in the amount of 
gold and silver which were available. Gold seems 
to have been more widely available during the 
LBA, as there is a roughly 50% decrease moving 
into Iron I. Gold was certainly not missing from 
Iron I, but according to the results of this sample, 
it was not as common as in the LBA, which agrees 
with Golani’s brief observation on gold jewellery 
from the LBA to Iron I. This of course could be tied 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
and the troubles Egypt faced during the 20th dynas-
ty, or it could be because of a change in consump-
tion habits for the material itself. Unfortunately, 
this study cannot give a clear answer to this ques-
tion. Yet, it should also not go without saying that, 
with gold still likely coming from Egypt, this is an-
other possible marker of the continued exchange 
with Egypt during Iron I, much as Egyptian pot-
tery, Egyptian amulets and the Nile perch attested 
to in the previous chapter.
In the case of silver, from the transition to the 
LBA to Iron I, there was a 50% increase. Even if 
one counts Iron IA material from Beth-Shean and 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
alone in Iron IB point to the continued availabil-
ity of silver during Iron I, not even including the 
? ???????????????????????????????????????????????-
ple. What this indicates is that there was a contin-
ued exchange with the north during Iron I, even 
with the destruction of Ugarit and the fall of the 
Hittite heartland. This in some ways matches the 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
Iron I. It is likely that both metals would have 
travelled from the north to the south, that both 
of the metals were exchanged with the Southern 
Levant. Who was doing the exchanging is an other 
question, as neither the disappearance of Ugarit 
nor the fall of Hattusa seems to have had a great 
effect on metal exchange, though silver may have 
become more widely available. Whether or not 
the burgeoning Neo-Hittites were the ones to take 
over is also not known.
What this all points to are several sugges-
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????
in-depth study to say otherwise, it is likely that it 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
through Iron I as discussed above. However, with 
the decrease in the amount of gold, as this sample 
suggests, this may point to one of two options. The 
first is that gold actually lost some of its promi-
nence and thus there was a cultural development 
away from the use of gold. The second, and in my 
opinion the more likely option, is that a decrease in 
gold would have made it more valuable and more 
desired. Generally speaking, the scarcer a valuable 
or desirable material is, the more value it holds, 
not only in terms of monetary value but also in its 
ability to project an identity of prestige, wealth, 
and power. Thus, gold in Iron I may very well have 
been more valuable than in the LBA because of its 
increased scarcity, and thus its role as a resource 
to show wealth and power may have increased 
during Iron I. Silver, on the other hand, may have 
undergone another type of transformation, becom-
???? ?????????????????????????????????????????????
from Beth-Shean and Megiddo which contained 
hacksilber, and from the other silver hoards not 
included in this sample, may well have been for 
silversmiths, but it is likely that at least some of 
this activity was the concerted effort to store and 
hide wealth in the form of silver. Thus, while it 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
is the case for silver in the Southern Levant during 
Iron I, it nevertheless remains a possibility. If this 
is the case, it may demonstrate a development in 
Iron I where silver became a resource to be stored 
and hidden as capital; however, this suggestion 
cannot be substantiated based on this sample.
From the very limited sample of cedar wood, 
???????? ?????????????????????????????????????????
to how it acted as a resource during the LBA and 
Iron I, other than the obvious prestige which the 
material lent to the building it was used in and 
thus the builder as well. Like gold, cedar wood was 
scarcer during Iron I and could have increased in 
value, both in its worth, but also in its ability to 
project prestige. However, the limited sample is 
too small to come to any grand conclusions.
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For inter-regional exchange with the Hittites, 
from the data presented here, it is unlikely that ex-
change with the Hittites had a large impact on the 
people of the Southern Levant. There are few Hit-
tite objects found in the Southern Levant, and, as 
Golani has proposed, with gold from Egypt likely 
being cheaper than silver coming from the north, 
this may have led to preference in gold over silver 
for jewellery in the Southern Levant during the 
LBA (Golani 2013, 51). Thus, it may not have been 
that silver was unavailable through exchange with 
the people to the north, whether they were the 
Hittites, or one of the vassals of the Hittites, Cy-
prus, or Lebanon, but rather that gold was already 
plentiful and cheaper than silver, which created a 
preference for the material. Given this, it is unlike-
ly that exchange with the Hittites ever acted as a 
resource for the people of the Southern Levant.
Concerning the tin, much like the cedar wood, 
it likely retained similar cultural values in Iron I to 
those it had in the LBA. From the recent archae-
ometallurgical studies of bronze objects, there is 
no indication that there was ever a lack of tin in 
the Southern Levant during the entirety of Iron I. 
Thus, tin would have continued to act as the cru-
cial metal to make bronze as it had in the LBA be-
fore it. There also seems not to have been a lack 
in either tin or copper during the Iron Age based 
on these same studies, meaning, as the authors 
have pointed out, that this would not have been 
the crucial reason to turn to the use of iron as cop-
per and bronze remained the utilitarian metal in 
the Southern Levant during Iron I (Yahalom-Mack/
Eliyahu-Behar 2015, 298; Ashkenazi/Bunimovitz/
Stern 2016, 170).
8.10. Summary
????????????????????????????????????????????????-
ter-regional exchange during the LBA and Iron I. 
While not all questions concerning these groups 
can be answered here, as the precious metals 
await a further in-depth study, there are some 
trends which do appear. The first is that, much 
like the non-local pottery, accessibility may have 
played a large part in the consumption of the 
non-local objects. In the case of the precious met-
als during the LBA, gold was likely more readily 
available and cheaper than silver coming from 
the north; however, during Iron I, once Egypt itself 
was in turmoil, this led to a reversal of the situa-
tion where silver became ever more the precious 
metal of choice. In both periods, the value of the 
metals may have reversed due to the availability of 
the material in one case or lack in the other. How-
ever, in both cases it demonstrates a development 
in the use of the materials. For gold, developments 
in Egypt likely played a large role in the decrease 
in gold during Iron I, a trend which continued 
into Iron II (Golani 2013, 51); however, it should 
be noted that gold was still available during this 
period. Likewise silver, which was not nearly as 
plentiful as gold during the LBA but grew in prom-
inence during Iron I, perhaps showing a stronger 
development of exchange with the north over that 
of the LBA. For the non-precious metal, tin, there 
does not appear from the presently available data 
to have been a development. Rather, tin was acces-
sible during the LBA, and continued to be during 
Iron I, which allowed bronze implements to be 
made with the same tin to copper ratio as it had 
been in the LBA. If a development did occur, it was 
likely in the agents of exchange to the north and 
who continued to transport tin south.
More along the lines of gold, cedar wood too 
may have increased in value from the LBA to 
Iron I. With more sites from the LBA having yield-
ed samples of cedar wood than the three from 
Iron I, cedar during the Early Iron Age may have 
taken on greater importance if it truly was scarc-
er than in the LBA. However, this too is an area 
of research which warrants greater investigation. 
Finally, there are the Hittite objects which demon-
strate that there need not have been inter- regional 
exchange between two regions during the LBA. 
With little evidence of exchange on either side, it 
is doubtful that exchange in physical objects with 
the Hittites had much of an impact on the eco-
nomic development of the people of the Southern 
Levant. Thus, these various objects and materials 
demonstrate the complex development of differ-
ent non-local materials, even those in the same 
class such as the precious metals. This too harkens 
back to the non-local pottery and Egyptian items, 
each of which had a different development both 
regionally and chronologically, which is also at-
????????????????????????
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9. Summary and Conclusions
9.1. Introduction
The aims and areas of discussion of this work have 
been many. From ‘collapse’ in the Eastern Medi-
terranean, to questioning trade and exchange in 
archaeology, the role that resources played in so-
cieties, contact or connection, destruction and the 
????????????????????????????????????????????????????
development of inter-regional exchange seen in 
the regional and chronological development of 
various non-local materials. These topics as well as 
the conclusions based on the material presented 
have already been given in their respective chap-
ters. As such, this chapter serves only to highlight 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
themes to come together to answer the questions 
asked at the beginning of this study.
9.2. ‘Collapse’ at the End of the  
Late Bronze Age?
One of the main questions of this work, present-
ed in chapter 1, was: ‘What role did the ‘Sea Peo-
ples’ have in this transition, and did the destruc-
tion of cities and towns cause a breakdown in 
inter- regional exchange and thus its collapse?’ 
To answer this, I turn to the results presented in 
chapters 2 and 5. From the historical and archae-
ological analysis presented in chapter 2, there is 
little evidence to support an invasion of the ‘Sea 
Peoples’, let alone a violent takeover of much of 
the coastal region in the Southern Levant. There 
is a lack of textual support for this hypothesis, as 
the Medinet Habu inscriptions never mention any 
sites in the Southern Levant affected by the ‘Sea 
Peoples’. Moreover, the archaeological evidence 
does not support this hypothesis, as the evidence 
from destruction points rather to a peaceful in-
troduction of ‘Philistine’ or ‘Sea Peoples’ material 
culture. Thus, it is unlikely from this evidence that 
the ‘Sea Peoples’ were either a) the cause of the 
‘collapse’ of the Southern Levant and the Egyptian 
hegemony over the region, or b) the cause of the 
supposed breakup in inter-regional exchange.
Moreover, as I pointed out in chapter 5, but in 
more detail in chapter 6, the example of the Cypri-
ot and Mycenaean pottery also demonstrates that 
much of the evidence of exchange between these 
two regions ended long before the destruction 
events at the end of the LBA. For Cypriot pottery, 
the major downturn in exchange occurred at the 
end of the 14th cent. BC, 100 years or more before 
most of these destruction events. Likewise, for 
Mycenaean pottery, the general halt in exchange 
occurred roughly between 1250–1225 BC. Thus, 
for these two regions, destruction events in the 
Southern Levant cannot account for the cessa-
tion of inter-regional exchange, as it is more likely 
that regional changes on Cyprus and in the Aege-
an played a stronger role than destruction in the 
Southern Levant. Even the destruction of Ugarit 
in the north, which is often times blamed for the 
breakup of some of the exchange networks, did 
not seem to hamper the exchange in either silver 
or tin. Silver may have increased in Iron I and tin 
was seemingly available in the same quantities as 
before, as presented in chapter 8.
There is also a lack of evidence when extend-
ing this question out to other causes of destruction 
which were said to have broken up or hampered 
the exchange networks. As presented in chapter 5, 
there is little evidence of massive earthquake 
storms destroying sites and cities, as only three 
sites have strong evidence of an earthquake.280 In-
deed the evidence from destruction is not strong 
for any of the cataclysmic disaster scenarios so 
commonly associated with the end of the LBA. 
Of the 54 sites commonly cited as destroyed, 17 – 
nearly one third – show no evidence of destruc-
tion. Of the remaining 37 destruction events, 13 
of these only have evidence of a single building 
destruction, while six have evidence of a par-
tial destruction, and six are so fragmentary their 
scale is unknown. Only six sites have evidence of a 
? ?????????????????????????????????????????????????
of site-wide destruction. Four sites have clear 
280 Beth-Shean, ?????????? ???, and ????????? ?????Phase 14.
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evidence of human activity with warfare the like-
ly cause of destruction at Aphek and ????????? ???? 
Phase 12, while there is evidence of desecration at 
Hazor, and a sacred ritual termination at Lachish’s 
Fosse Temple III. The view from destruction points 
out that this, along with the disaster sceneries gen-
erally attached to destruction,281 cannot explain 
the changes and transition in inter-regional ex-
change at the end of the LBA and the beginning of 
the Iron Age.
This leads to the second question proposed 
at the beginning of this study: ‘Did the disappear-
ance of inter-regional exchange at the end of the 
LBA cause the ‘collapse’ of the Southern Levant, 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
part of the question asks if the disappearance of 
inter-regional exchange was the cause of the ‘col-
lapse’ in the Southern Levant, and in my opinion 
based on the evidence presented here, this was not 
the case. As I presented in chapter 4 and in chap-
ters 6 through 8, there is little archaeological or 
historical evidence to back up this claim. In chap-
ter 4, I went to great lengths to demonstrate there 
was no real connection to Mycenaean Greece dur-
ing the LBA, and in chapter 8, I demonstrated the 
same is true of contacts with the Hittites. Thus, 
their respective ‘collapses’ would not likely have 
affected the Southern Levant to a great extent. For 
Cyprus, despite claims that the Southern Levant 
was dependent on Cypriot copper, the data from 
chapter 6 demonstrates that exchange with Cyprus 
died down at the beginning of the 13th cent. BC and 
????????????????????????????????????????????????????
12th cent. BC. Indeed, even if Cypriot copper be-
came more scarce or was rejected because there 
was an increase in cost, the people of the South-
ern Levant in Iron I began to focus on copper from 
Wadi Faynan (Levy et ??? 2004; 2008) and Timna 
(Ben-Yosef et al. 2012) as I mentioned in chapter 8.
Exchange with Egypt continued even with the 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
over the region. While exchange with Egypt in 
Iron I was seemingly concentrated in and around 
the region of ??????? ???????, Egyptian products 
281 See chapter 2 for a discussion of the ‘Sea Peoples’, peas-
ant revolts, warfare brought on by climate change, and 
earthquakes amongst others.
were still available. Gold likely from Egypt was 
also present in Iron I, though in a reduced amount 
when compared to the LBA. Thus, while there was 
a reduction in exchange with Egypt, there was 
no collapse of exchange. These two regions were 
tightly connected in the LBA, and because of this, 
the connection never broke even with the chang-
es in both Egypt and the Southern Levant moving 
into Iron I. Therefore, this too cannot explain the 
‘collapse’.
Even turning to Ugarit, the supposed ‘great 
trading hub’ of the LBA world, its disappearance 
ca. 1185 BC does not seem to have affected access 
to both silver and tin, which likely either were 
shipped from Ugarit or travelled through it, on 
the long journey from the East to the rest of the 
Eastern Mediterranean. Gilboa has said that the 
disappearance of Ugarit had profound effects on 
the coastal regions to the south; however, she does 
not qualify how (Gilboa 2014, 626). As I present-
ed in chapter 8, recent studies have shown that 
there was never a shortage of tin stretching from 
the LBA through Iron II. Thus, if Ugarit was the 
greatest trader of tin in the Eastern Mediterrane-
??????????????????????????????????????????????????
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????
the furnaces of Iron I bronze manufactures in the 
Southern Levant. Likewise with silver, while it is 
not clear whether silver travelled through Ugarit 
to the south, during the LBA not much silver was 
used in the Southern Levant, as gold was likely 
easier to obtain and perhaps cheaper than silver. 
Moreover, during Iron I, after the abandonment of 
Ugarit, silver seems to have increased in frequen-
cy in the Southern Levant, and it is possible that 
whoever was shipping tin south also continued to 
ship silver, which may have become the precious 
metal of choice due to the decrease in the amount 
of available gold coming from Egypt.
Likewise, looking at the textual sources from 
Ugarit, there is little evidence that, in the last 
50 years of the city’s life, there was much commer-
cial interaction between Ugarit and ports in the 
Southern Levant. As Arnuad pointed out, most of 
the texts from Ugarit which reference ports along 
the Levantine coast mentioned Sidon and other 
sites in Lebanon (Arnaud 1992, 179–194). More-
over, as Vidal has recently pointed out, there are 
relatively few mentions of ports in the Southern 
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Levant in the Ugarit texts. Of the six letters which 
mention Acco, only one refers to the site itself, and 
only in passing, as grain coming from Egypt was 
caught in a storm and the ship stayed at the port 
of Acco (Vidal 2006, 271 f.). Ashkelon is also only 
mentioned twice, and in both cases, the texts men-
tion a man from Ashkelon (Vidal 2006, 273). These 
texts do not mention goods being exchanged be-
tween these two regions, but only mention people 
from the Southern Levant. It denotes the move-
ment of people but not necessarily the movement 
of goods.
According to Vidal, the most prominent port 
with contacts to Ugarit in the Southern Levant was 
Ashdod, the only other Southern Levantine port 
mentioned in the texts. In several letters, cloth, 
clothing, and wool are recorded as shipped from 
Ashdod to Ugarit, causing Vidal to conclude that: 
‘Ashdod was, after the main Phoenician sea-ports, 
the city in the Levant with which Ugarit held the 
most intense trade relationship.’ (Vidal 2006, 275). 
However, Na’aman has challenged this interpreta-
tion, as he believes that the distribution of cities in 
the texts from Ugarit would point to the city men-
tioned not being the Ashdod known from latter 
periods, as no city called Ashdod is known in the 
Egyptian sources from the same period. Rather, 
he views Ashdod as a city on Cyprus perhaps, lo-
cated at Enkomi (Na’aman 2005, 156–159). Taking 
all of this together points out that, from the textual 
sources dating to the last 50 years of Ugarit, there 
is little evidence of exchange of objects and goods 
between these two regions. The only possible can-
didate is Ashdod which would only have been of 
minor importance compared to those sites in Leb-
anon such as Byblos, Beirut, Tyre, and especially 
Sidon, and it may not even be the Ashdod known 
from latter periods. Thus, from the textual sourc-
es, while the loss of Ugarit certainly would have 
affected the Southern Levant, there is no evidence 
that it would have caused a collapse. From the ar-
chaeological standpoint as well, tin moved freely 
to the Southern Levant before and after the de-
struction of Ugarit, as did silver.
The ‘loss’ of exchange with any one region 
cannot explain the ‘collapse’ at the end of the 
LBA; however, even taking all of these various re-
gions into account together does not explain the 
‘collapse’. For some regions, exchange ended, but 
this was likely not of supreme social or economic 
importance, while for others exchange continued 
into Iron I. The merchants or agents of exchange 
may have changed but the material continued to 
move inter-regionally.
One reason for this oft cited ‘collapse’ in trade 
and exchange at the end of the LBA are the types 
of evidence which are available. The first rea-
son is one which Gilboa has pointed out, saying: 
‘As opposed to the LBA, when numerous classes 
of pottery move about the Mediterranean, this is 
not the case for the Early Iron Age’ (Gilboa/Goran 
2015, 74). Indeed, non-local pottery is the largest 
contingent of non-local material culture in this 
work, and the majority of this pottery, mainly Cyp-
riot and Mycenaean, disappears at some point in 
the 13th cent. BC. Since it is often times assumed 
that pottery is only a stand-in for other types of 
exchange, the absence of pottery indicates the 
absence of exchange. However, as I discussed at 
length in chapter 6, it is not certain that pottery 
was a stand-in for other types of exchange. Never-
theless, the disappearance of pottery is often times 
taken as the end of all exchange, which leads to 
the conclusion there was an end to exchange in 
Iron I.
The second reason is in part because of the 
wealth of textual data from the LBA, and the vir-
tual absence of any textual data referring to inter- 
regional exchange and contact in Iron I. The LBA, 
as discussed in chapter 4, has a trove of documents 
recounting the interactions of the Great Kings and 
the at times massive amounts of materials shipped 
between them. Iron I, on the other hand, is virtual-
ly silent, thus the outdated term ‘Dark Age’  given 
to it, as the only document which may relate to 
this period concerning inter-regional exchange in 
the Southern Levant is the tale of Wenamun which 
is in and of itself of dubious historicity. Thus, be-
cause of the lack of texts describing exchange, ex-
change is assumed to have ceased. However, as I 
demonstrated in chapters 7 and 8, exchange did 
not cease. Or, as Gilboa and Goran have also re-
cently stated: ‘Previous views… that the LBA/Iron 
Age transition exemplifies a complete cessation 
of Mediterranean interaction, have continuously 
??????????????????????????????????????? ???????
numbers of scholars argue for a considerable 
measure of continuity in this respect. Indeed, 
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not come to a stand-still in the Early Iron Age’ (Gil-
boa/Goran 2015, 74).
This is not to overemphasise trade and ex-
change in Iron I, as from what is known archae-
ologically and historically, there was more ex-
change and varied types of it in the LBA and it is 
likely that it acted as a more important resource 
during this period. However, trade and exchange 
in Iron I has for too long been underemphasised 
based partially on the two above points. More-
over, many objects which are non-local, such as a 
full list of precious metals, precious stones, non- 
local stones such as steatite and other not as ob-
vious candidates of inter-regional exchange, must 
be taken into consideration to see in even greater 
detail the changes which took place between these 
two periods.
The second aspect of this question asks if the 
‘collapse’ of inter-regional exchange brought 
about societal changes in Iron I, and the answer 
to this question is neither yes nor no, it is both. 
Changes in inter-regional exchange and the dis-
appearance of certain types of exchange certain-
ly had an effect on the population of Iron I. When 
copper was likely no longer available from Cy-
prus or was no longer wanted from Cyprus, the 
sources of copper in Wadi Faynan and to some 
extent Timna became the prominent source of 
copper, which would have affected how this ma-
terial was exchanged intra-regionally and who 
was doing the exchanging. Rather than copper ar-
riving at the coast and moving inland, the copper 
came from inland and moved towards the coast. 
Likewise with gold and silver, as I discussed in 
chapter 8, the way in which these materials were 
valued may have switched from the LBA to Iron I, 
as gold became rarer in Iron I while silver likely 
became more widely available or at least more 
widely used in jewellery and in hoards. Similar-
ly, social practices would have been adjusted, as 
once available pottery like Cypriot and Mycenae-
an pottery were no longer accessible or wanted. 
These objects had been used in ritual, funerary, 
palace, temple, and residential contexts and were 
culturally appropriated by the various peoples of 
the Southern Levant, whether that be incorporat-
ing Aegean open vessels into local tableware, or 
using Cypriot juglets perhaps containing sweet 
smelling oils as part of a burial. Once these ob-
jects became unavailable or unwanted during the 
13th cent., other objects would have replaced them 
to show access to wealth or ‘little luxuries’. It is in 
these ways the changes in inter-regional exchange 
would have affected the people of the Southern 
Levant. Social changes as one resource was re-
placed by another. There are however other larg-
er changes of which this break is not the likely 
driving force.
Larger changes such as the appearance of 
the ‘Sea Peoples’ and ‘Philistines’ were not like-
ly because of changes in inter-regional exchange. 
While I outlined Susan Sherratt’s view that this 
was indeed the case in chapter 4, the archaeolog-
ical evidence presented there and in chapter 6 
does not support this conclusion. Other changes, 
such as the appearance of the ‘Israelites’, cannot 
be associated with these changes in inter-regional 
exchange, nor can the exit of Egyptian hegemony 
be blamed on these changes. The rise of Israel is 
still a matter of great debate and I cannot answer 
this question here; however, for the Egyptians, it is 
more likely they left because of troubles faced at 
home during the 20th Dynasty rather than changes 
in inter-regional exchange in the Southern Levant. 
Moreover, even the change to iron, the name  given 
to the age after bronze, was not directly caused by 
the breakdown in the accessibility of tin and cop-
per which was previously believed, as I discussed 
????????????????????
The one major change which may be related 
to these shifts in inter-regional exchange is the 
rise of the Phoenicians and the independent mer-
chants. I discussed this at length in chapter 4, and 
while this may indeed be the case, we simply do 
not know enough, or much of anything, about 
the LBA merchant in the Southern Levant. Most 
of the information is drawn from Ugarit which 
already apparently operated under a system of 
palace administered trade and private enterprise, 
and Egypt, which tightly controlled its merchants. 
With the Southern Levant under the hegemony of 
Egypt during the LBA, but more culturally similar 
to Ugarit during the same period, which if either 
of these two systems was in place during the LBA 
is not known. The changes in the Iron Age could 
have broken drastically with their forebears in 
the LBA, or they could have continued the trend 
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already seen at Ugarit, and took advantage of the 
changes taking place throughout the Eastern Med-
iterranean. Thus, all in all, while the changes and 
developments in inter-regional exchange in the 
transition from the LBA to the Iron Age did affect 
the people of the Southern Levant, these larger 
changes were not likely caused by these very same 
developments.
9.3. Developments in Interregional  Exchange
The last question I posed at the beginning of this 
study was: ‘What was the development both re-
gionally and chronologically of non-local ma-
terials brought to the Southern Levant during 
both the LBA and Iron I?’ I presented at length 
in chapters 6 through 8 that what is clear is 
there is no single development of inter-region-
al exchange during the LBA. There are multiple 
developments which vary chronologically and 
regionally. All six of the non-local pottery types, 
Cypriot, Mycenaean, Minoan, Western Anatolian, 
Qurayyah ware, and imported Egyptian pottery, 
each have a different development. Cypriot pot-
tery was exchanged the longest, starting in the 
MBA but largely ending at the beginning of the 
13th cent. BC, and was concentrated in the south 
of Cisjordan. Mycenaean pottery was mainly ex-
changed during 14th????????????????????????th cent., 
with its concentration in northern Cisjordan and 
in Transjordan, whereas imported Egyptian pot-
tery was mainly exchanged from the 13th cent. 
through Iron I, with a concentration along the 
coast and at ?????????????? during Iron I. Even 
objects which come from the same point of ori-
gin do not have the same regional distribution, as 
I demonstrated in chapter 7, and the four types 
of Egyptian objects which vary in their areas of 
consumption. What this points to is, again, that 
there was no single development of inter-region-
al exchange during the LBA and into Iron I, nor 
were all non-local objects used and consumed in 
the same amounts in the same region. The distri-
bution of non-local material is far from homoge-
neous and is generally concentrated in a handful 
of sites such as Lachish, ????? ???? ???, ??????? ???
????, and the Amman Airport Structure amongst 
 others discussed in chapters 6 through 8.
Many of these developments either began 
before the LBA or were inaugurated during its 
course, which demonstrates the importance this 
period played in the overall development in inter- 
regional exchange in the region. While exchange 
with Egypt began long before the LBA, it changed 
with Egypt’s control over the region bringing with 
it more intense cultural exchange. Likewise, Cyp-
riot exchange began in the MBA; however, it grew, 
peaked, and disintegrated during the LBA, and 
while Aegean exchange too may have begun in a 
limited way during the MBA, it grew and disinte-
grated during the LBA as well. It was these devel-
opments in the LBA which laid the groundwork 
for the exchange in Iron I. Thus, the importance 
of the LBA in the development of inter-regional 
exchange should not be understated. While ex-
change with certain regions continued in Iron I, 
many of the developments which led to this ex-
change were established during the LBA. With 
that said, the developments in Iron I should not 
be understated either, as the period has so often 
in the past been described as a dark age bereft of 
inter-regional exchange, which is not the case. The 
current archaeological evidence indicates that the 
exchange may have been to a lesser degree and 
with less variety than in the LBA; however, the 
Iron I Southern Levant maintained access to ex-
change with Egypt, the Levant, silver from south-
western Anatolia, and tin, from whichever point 
of origin it came. This exchange rested on the de-
velopments which took place during the LBA.
9.4. Interregional Exchange as a Resource 
and its ResourceComplexes
One of the main focusses of this work was on in-
ter-regional exchange seen as a resource and the 
ResourceComplexes which developed to facili-
tate the exchange between the Southern Levant 
and those other regions both near and far. Inter- 
regional exchange acted as a resource, especially 
during the LBA and to a lesser degree in the Early 
Iron Age. However, it was not necessarily in the 
traditional economic sense. While certain sites 
likely profited to a degree from inter- regional 
exchange, as I discussed above, the loss of any 
of these networks cannot be directly linked to a 
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‘collapse’ at the end of the LBA. Moreover, for cer-
tain items such as tin, the ResourceComplex which 
existed to bring this material to the Southern Le-
vant, while it likely changed in Iron I, was main-
tained. Likewise, while Cypriot copper became 
scarce, the ResourceComplex did not fall apart; 
rather, it shifted, focusing on nearby sources of 
copper. The way inter-regional exchange acted 
as a cultural and transformative resource during 
the LBA in particular was through the exchange of 
ideas and cultures. Egyptianisation, non-local ce-
ramics incorporated into burial and cultic practic-
es, each point to the cultural transformative prop-
erties of inter-regional exchange as a resource. 
This resource was used and maintained, affecting 
the cultural development during the LBA in the 
Southern Levant and in the Early Iron Age as well, 
with the arrival of the ‘Philistines’ bringing with 
them a host of new ideas, though their origins re-
main unclear. These intermingled with other local 
styles and Egyptian motifs to produce the Philis-
tine Bichrome wares as ‘Canaanites’ lived along-
side ‘Philistines’.
As I discussed in chapter 3, there was no sin-
gle ResourceComplex during the LBA and the 
Early Iron Age for inter-regional exchange; there 
were ResourceComplexes. In some cases, as with 
the Cypriot and Mycenaean ResourceComplexes, 
these broke apart during the 13th cent., likely be-
cause of troubles or changes outside of the South-
ern Levant. For other regions, it is unlikely there 
was ever a ResourceComplex to begin with, such 
as with the Northwestern Anatolian Grey ware or 
with the Hittite heartland. There was no strong 
need on either part to exchange with the other, 
thus there was no break in exchange at the end of 
the 13th cent., as there was never a large amount 
of exchange to begin with. While there may have 
been some contact, there was certainly no connec-
tion. Other ResourceComplexes did not disappear 
at the transition from the LBA to the Iron Age, they 
????????????? ???????
The ResourceComplex of exchange between 
Egypt and the Southern Levant did not crum-
ble at the end of the LBA nor with the withdraw-
al of Egyptian hegemony from the region. It did 
how ever change, as the ResourceComplex was 
likely focused in the area around ??????????????. 
Likewise, the ResourceComplex with entities to 
the north who exchanged silver to the Southern 
 Levant likely adjusted at the end of the LBA as the 
actors in the exchange may have changed. How-
ever, the ResourceComplex did not fall apart and 
it may have even become stronger than in the 
LBA, as gold from Egypt became more scarce in 
the Early Iron Age. The same can be said of tin and 
its ResourceComplex, which too likely changed in 
the transition from the LBA to Iron I, but it contin-
ued to act during Iron I, bringing tin to the South-
ern Levant. Thus, for the ResourceComplexes of 
inter-regional exchange, some fell apart before the 
end of the LBA, others were concentrated in Iron I, 
and still others underwent changes and adjust-
ments but were maintained to the same or greater 
degree than during the LBA.
9.5. Conclusion: What about ‘Collapse’?
Many pages ago in chapter 2, I stated I would not 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
evidence for ‘collapse’ had been presented. These 
included many of the cataclysmic theories of the 
‘Sea Peoples’ and earthquakes, along with the 
main thrust of this work, the break of inter-re-
gional exchange and its effect on the ‘collapse’. 
The evidence has been presented in the previous 
???????????????????????????????????? ????????????
???????????????????????????????????????????????????
end of the LBA in the Southern Levant. In chap-
ter 2, I quoted Tainter’s definition of ‘collapse’ 
which is, again: ‘A society has collapsed when it 
????????????????????????????????????????????????????
level of sociopolitical complexity.’ (Tainter 1988, 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????-
nition that I question the use of the term ‘collapse’ 
for the end of the LBA in the Southern Levant, as 
this transition was hardly rapid. While the years 
1200 or 1177 BC are frequently used to describe 
the end date of the Bronze Age, the process was by 
no means quick in the Southern Levant. Beginning 
with the destruction of Hazor in 1250 BC and end-
ing with the earthquake and exit of the last vestig-
es of Egyptian presence at Beth-Shean in 1130 BC, 
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there is a span of over a hundred years. Even if 
one concedes to minor chronological adjustments, 
there is still likely to be a century between these 
two events. However, it is in my opinion that 100 
years does not constitute a rapid loss of sociopo-
litical complexity. If one imagines the collapse of 
a society or certain political structure like a house 
falling apart, rapid would be like an earthquake 
striking, shaking the house by its foundation, un-
dulating it up and down and, within only a mat-
ter of minutes, it turns to rubble. However, if one 
imagines the ‘collapse’ of the Southern Levant, it 
is more akin to a derelict house where, over years, 
windows break and fall out, doors rot away, the 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????-
??????????????????????????????????????????????????????-
lapsing for lack of a better word. This is the case 
for the Southern Levant.
The LBA ended at Hazor with the destruction 
and abandonment of the site around 1250 BC for 
reasons which are not yet clear. Roughly 120 years 
later the same happened at Lachish. However, 
these two events, while similar in that once prom-
inent sites underwent a period of crisis and then 
were abandoned, are not connected. They are 
from different regions, different times, and the 
people who lived in them were different from one 
another as much as any people group is from it-
self when separated by a 120 years. While these 
events are put together as part of the LBA col-
lapse, it is a concentration of time, in what Pugli-
si has dubbed the Atlantis Premise (Puglisi 2013, 
177). Indeed, despite the so-called ‘collapse’ at the 
end of the LBA, LBA culture continues at sites like 
Lachish, Megiddo, and Beth-Shean, thus leading 
some to dub Iron IA as ‘LBA III’ instead. It is be-
cause of all this that I would not call the ‘collapse’ 
of the Southern Levant a ‘collapse’ at all based on 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????-
tion from the end of the LBA to Iron I is just that, a 
transition. Some areas and sites can be called Iron 
Age before others, and there was no great sweep-
ing change, but over 100 or more years there was 
a switch from what we call LBA to what we also 
call Iron Age. What caused this change is a ques-
tion I cannot answer, as the goal of this work con-
cerning the transition was only to see if the loss of 
inter-regional exchange or the wholesale destruc-
tion of cities brought about these changes.
As I presented above, I do not believe the ar-
chaeological and historical evidence points to 
 either of these being causal factors in these chang-
es. Other factors like climate change, migration, 
ethnogenesis, poverty, and the exit of Egyptian 
control over the region amongst other factors are 
likely components in this transition. However, 
much as I said in chapter 2, that there was no ‘col-
lapse’ of the Eastern Mediterranean but ‘collapses’, 
there were also differing regional problems which 
affected these changes throughout the Southern 
Levant, as the region was not one unit controlled 
by one system of government. As each city or 
polity maintained itself, each could have reacted 
differently to the variety of factors they faced. In 
some cases this was to abandon a site leaving it 
emptied of goods, like at ??????????? or ????????????
????????, and in others it was to stay hanging on 
until it could not be maintained any longer, like 
at Lachish and Hazor. For others, it was to build 
new settlements in a sparsely populated area in 
the Central Hill Country, yet for others still, the 
answer lay in accepting new people groups and 
building and expanding over the old ‘Canaanite’ 
city like at Tel Miqne/Ekron. Indeed, because of all 
this,  rather than having a direct cut-off point for 
the LBA or including a LB III, it may be better to 
deem the period from 1250 through 1150/30 as the 
LBA Iron Age transitional. However, this would 
be to join in the arguments over chronology, one 
which I would not enter here more than as a pass-
ing statement.
What all of this points to is that there is still a 
bright future for further investigations on the end 
of the LBA and the transition to the Iron Age. There 
remain other non-local materials to be investigat-
????????????? ?????????????????????????????????????
the remainder of the Eastern Mediterranean, and 
to investigate sub-regional changes which may 
have affected the transition from the Bronze Age 
to the Iron Age. This includes examining  other re-
sources and how developments in the use of these 
tangible or intangible resources brought about the 
changes at the end of the LBA and the beginning of 
the Iron Age.
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Site Quantity
1. Lachish 3828
2. ????????? ??? 1525
3. Ashkelon 700*
4. Hazor 381*
5. ?????????? 364
6. ????? ???? 300
7. ????????? ???? 287
8. ????????? ???? 276*
9. ?????????????? 212
10. Gezer 181
11. Megiddo 141
12. Shechem 132
13. ????????? ????? 129
14. ????????????? 111
15. Beth-Shean 96
16. Tel Mevorakh 94
17. ?????? ??? (Cemetery) 85
18. ???????????? ?(South) 80
19. ?????????? 77
20. Acco 70*
21. Beth-Shemesh 68*
22. ????????????? 61
23. Ashdod 58*
24. Jerusalem 56
25. Amman Airport Structure 53
26. ?????????????? 49*
27. ???? 48
28. Ashdod (Southern Beach) 47
29. ??????????(Burial cave) 47
30. ???????????? 46
31. ??? ??? 39
32. Jericho 38
33. Tel Michal 31
34. ???????????? 30
35. ?????????????(Gath) 30
36. ?????????? 26
37. Bethel 25
38. Aphek 24
Site (cont.) Quantity
39. ?????????? ???? 23
40. ????????????? 23*
41. ????????????? 20
42. ??????? ????? 18
43. ??????????? 16
44. ???????? ?????(Cemetery) 14
45. ?????????? 13
46. Gibeon (??????) 12
47. Jaffa 12
48. 48. ?????? ??? 11
49. ?????????? 10
50. ?????????? 10
51. ???????????????????? 10
52. ??????????? 10*
53. ????????? ???? 9
54. Khirbet Rabud 9
55. ???? ???? 9
56. ??????????????? 9
57. ????????????  (North) 9
58. ??????? 8
59. Dhahrat el-Humraiya 8
60. Tel Miqne (Ekron) 8
61. ???????????? 6*
62. ????? 6
63. ?????????????? 6
64. ????????????? 6
65. Barkai 5
66. ???? ??????? 5*
67. ????????? ???? 4
68. ????????? ??? 4
69. ???????????????? 4
70. ??????????? ? 4
71. ????????????? 4*
72. Tell es-Samak 3
73. ????????????? 3*
74. ??? ??? ????? 3*
75. ??????????????? 3
76. el-Bi’na 3
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Table 1. Distribution of Cypriot Pottery in the Southern Levant (* marks sites which do not have an exact 
number of sherds or vessels).
Table 2. Chronological Distribution of Cypriot Pottery in the Southern Levant: LB I.
Site (cont.) Quantity
77. Nes Ziyyona 3
78. Balu’ 3
79. ????????? 3
80. ????????? ??????? 3
81. Tel Risim* 3*
82. Šoham 3
83. ????? ????????? 3
84. Beth-Zur 2
85. Azekah 2
86. Irbid 2
87. ????????? 2
88. Bahan 2
89. ????????? ????? 2
90. Tel Regev 2
91. ????????????? 2*
Site Quantity
1. ????????? ??? 618
2. ?????????????? 69
3. Hazor 52
4. Ashkelon 52
5. Megiddo 41
6. ???? 37
7. Lachish 36
8. Beth-Shean 30
9. Ashdod 25
10. ??????? ????? 18
11. ???????????? 16
12. ?????????? 13
13. ?????????? 10
14. Jaffa 10
Site (cont.) Quantity
92. Kataret es-Samr 2
93. Ta’anach 1
94. ?????? 1
95. ?????????? 1
96. Tell el-’Amr 1
97. Tel Kishion 1
98. ???????? 1
99. Nazareth 1
100. ? ???????? (????? ???????) 1
101. el-Waqf 1
102. Tell el-Ful 1
103. ????????? 1
104. ? ?? ????? 1
105. ?????????? ? 1
Site (cont.) Quantity
15. ???????????? ?(North) 7
16. ???????????????????? 7
17. ???????????? 6
18. Baq’ah Valley 5
19. ????????????? 4
20. ????????? ???? 3
21. ????? ???????? 3
22. ???? ??????? 3
23. ???????? 3
24. ?????????? 1
25. Shechem 1
26. Acco 1
27. ????????? ????? 1
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Table 3. Chronological Distribution of Cypriot Pottery in the Southern Levant: LB IIA.
Table 4. Chronological Distribution of Cypriot Pottery in the Southern Levant: LB IIB († marks residual or 
possible residual material).
Site Quantity
1. Lachish 2489
2. ????????? ??? 494
3. Gezer 107
4. Jerusalem 55
5. ????? ???? 50
6. el-Qubeibe (Burial cave) 47
7. Acco 44
8. Jericho 34
9. ????????? ???? 32
10. ????????????? 30
11. ?????????? 29
12. ?????????? ???? 23
13. Ashdod 22
14. Megiddo 21
Site Quantity
1. Lachish 551
2. ????????? ???? 228†
3. Beth-Shean 58
4. ?????????????? 54
5. Amman Airport Structure 53
6. Beth-Shemesh 50†
7. Ashdod (Southern Beach) 47
8. ????????? ??? 41
9. ????? ???? 40
10. ?????????? 33
11. Megiddo 30
12. ?????????? 30
13. Gezer 22
14. ????????????? 16
15. ???????????? 14
Site (cont.) Quantity
15. ??????????? 14
16. ?????????? 14
17. ???????????? ?(South) 14
18. ????????? ????? 13
19. ???????????? 12
20. Gibeon (el-Jib) 12
21. Beth-Shemesh 11
22. ???????????? 6
23. Barkai 5
24. Beth-Shean 3
25. ???????????????????? 2
26. ????????? ???? 1
27. ???????????? ?(North) 1
28. Tel Yavneh 1
Site (cont.) Quantity
16. Aphek 12
17. ??????????????? 9
18. ‘Afula 9
19. Acco 6
20. Ashdod 5
21. ???????????? 4
22. Tel Miqne (Ekron) 3
23. ?????????????? 3
24. ???? 3
25. ???????????? ?(South) 2
26. ???? ??????? 2
27. ? ?? ????? 1
28. ???????????????? 1
29. ???????????? ?(North) 1
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Table 5. Chronological Distribution of Cypriot Pottery in the Southern Levant: Iron I († marks residual or 
possible residual material).
Site Quantity
1. Lachish 173†
2. ?????????????(Gath) 25
3. ????????????? 10
4. ?????????????? 8
5. Tel Miqne (Ekron) 5
6. ?????????? 5
7. Beth-Shean 4
8. ????????????? 3
9. ???????????? 3
10. ????????? ???? 3
11. Ashdod 2
Table 6. Chronological Distribution of Cypriot Pottery in the Southern Levant: MB IIC – LB II.
Site Quantity
1. ????????? ??? 168
2. ????????? ????? 114
3. Tel Mevorakh 94
4. ?????? ????(Cemetery) 85
5. ???????????? ?(South) 43
6. ???????????? 38
7. ?????????????? 30
8. Ashkelon 27
Site (cont.) Quantity
12. Ashkelon 2
13. ???????????? 2
14. ?????????? 2
15. Tell es-Samak 2
16. Beth-Shemesh 1
17. ???????????????????? 1
18. ????????? ???? 1
19. ????????? ????? 1
20. ?????? 1
21. ??????????? 1
Site (cont.) Quantity
9. ????????????? 20
10. ????????????? 14
11. Gezer 8
12. ?????????? 7
13. ?????????? 5
14. ???????????? 3
15. Lachish 2
16. ????????? ???? 1
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Table 7. Chronological Distribution of Cypriot Pottery in the Southern Levant: LBA.
Site Quantity
1. ????????? ???? 259
2. Ashkelon 94
3. ??? ??? 39
4. ?????????? 26
5. Gezer 20
6. ????????????? 20
7. Acco 19
8. ?????????????? 18
9. ????????? ???? 17
10. Lachish 15
11. Tel Michal 14
12. ???????? ?????(Cemetery) 14
13. ?????? ??? 11
14. Aphek 10
15. ????????????????? 8
16. ???? 6
17. Shechem 6
Table 8. Chronological Distribution of Cypriot Pottery in the Southern Levant: LB – Iron I.
Site Quantity
1. Shechem 28
2. Jericho 2
Table 9. Chronological Distribution of Cypriot Pottery in the Southern Levant: LB IIB – Iron I.
Site Quantity
1. ????????? ??? 199
2. Lachish 137
3. ?????????????? 20
4. ????? ???? 20
Site (cont.) Quantity
18. ????????????? 6
19. Beth-Shemesh 6
20. ????????? ??? 4
21. ????????? ???? 4
22. ?????????????? 4
23. El Bi’na 3
24. ????????????? 3
25. ??? ??? ????? 3
26. ????????? 3
27. Šoham 3
28. ?????????? 2
29. Hazor 2
30. ????????????? 1
31. ???????????? 1
32. ????????? 1
33. ????????? 1
34. ?????????? 1
Site (cont.) Quantity
3. Tell es-Samak 1
4. Lachish 1
Site (cont.) Quantity
5. ???????????? ?(South) 6
6. Tell ??????? 4
7. ????? 2
8. Gezer 2
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Table 10. Chronological Distribution of Cypriot Pottery in the Southern Levant: Unknown.
Site Quantity
1. Ashkelon 525
2. Lachish 297
3. Hazor 224
4. ????? ???? 120
5. ?????????? 100
6. Shechem 88
7. Gezer 22
8. ???????????? 17
9. Khirbet Rabud 9
10. ???????????? 8
11. Megiddo 5
12. ????????? ???? 4
13. ????? 4
14. ?????????????(Gath) 4
15. ????????? ??????? 3
16. Nes Ziyyona 3
17. Jaffa 2
18. ???????????????? 2
19. ????????? ???? 2
20. Bahan 2
Site Quantity
1. ????????? ???? 706*
2. Amman Airport Structure 486
3. Lachish 367
4. Hazor 209*
5. Beth-Shean 105
6. Megiddo 95
7. ???????????? 90
8. ????????? ??? 73
9. Ashdod 63
10. Aphek 62
11. Acco 45*
12. ?????????? 44
13. ???????????? 42
14. Beth-Shemesh 40
Site (cont.) Quantity
21. Beth-Zur 2
22. ????????? ???? 1
23. Azekah 2
24. ???? 2
25. Tel Regev 2
26. Aphek 2
27. ?????????? ? 1
28. ‘Ein Samiya (Dhar Mirzbaneh) 1
29. Tell el-Ful 1
30. ??????????? 1
31. Jerusalem 1
32. ???????? 1
33. Tel Kishion 1
34. ????????????? 1
35. ??????????? 1
36. ????????????? 1
37. Ta’anach 1
38. Tell el-’Amr 1
39. Nazareth 1
40. Jericho 1
Site (cont.) Quantity
15. Gezer 34
16. Tell Beit Mirsim 31
17. Ashdod (Southern Beach) 27
18. Ashkelon 18
19. ?????????????(Gath) 17
20. Shechem 15
21. ????? ???? 15
22. ????????????? 15
23. ?????????? 14
24. Tel Mevorakh 14
25. ?????????? 12
26. ?????????????? 11
27. ??????????? 10
28. ???????????????????? 10
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Table 11. Distribution of Mycenaean Pottery in the Southern Levant (*marks sites which do not have an exact 
number of sherds or vessels).
Site (cont.) Quantity
29. ???????????????? 9
30. ??????????? 8
31. ?????????? ??? 7
32. ??????? 5
33. ?????????????? 5*
34. ????????????? 5
35. Ta’anach 5
36. ???????????? 5
37. ??????????????? 5
38. ???????????? ?(South) 5
39. Bethel 4
40. ???? 4
41. ????????? ????? 4
42. ??????????? ? 4
43. ???????????? 4
44. Heshbon 3
45. Jericho 3
46. Jerusalem 3
47. ????????? ??????? 3
48. ?????? ??? 3
49. ????????????? 3
50. ????????????? 3
51. ???? ???? 2
52. ????????????????? 2
53. ?????? 2
54. ????????? 2
Site (cont.) Quantity
55. ?????? ??? (Cemetery) 2
56. ?????????? 2
57. Ashdod-Yam 1
58. ‘Atlit 1
59. Gibeon (??????) 1
60. Irbid 1
61. ? ?????????? 1
62. Khirbet Burgeta 1
63. Khirbet Rabud 1
64. ??? ??? 1
65. Šoham 1
66. Tel Bira 1
67. ????????? ???? 1
68. ????????????? 1
69. ?????????????? 1
70. Tel Michal 1
71. Tel Miqne (Ekron) 1
72. ?????????????? 1
73. ???? ??????? 1
74. ?????????? 1
75. Tell es-Samak 1
76. Tel Shush (Abu Shusheh) 1
77. Tell Eran 1
78. Tell Sahab 1
79. ?????????? 1
80. ?????????????? 1
Table 12. Chronological Distribution of Late Helladic (Mycenaean) Pottery in the Southern Levant: LH II.
Site Quantity
1. Lachish 3
2. Amman Airport Structure 3
3. ????????????? 2
Site (cont.) Quantity
4. Hazor 2
5. ???? 1
6. ????????? ???? 1
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Table 13. Chronological Distribution of Late Helladic (Mycenaean) Pottery in the Southern Levant: LH IIIA.
Site Quantity
1. ????????? ??? 9
2. Lachish 3
3. Acco 3
4. ?????? ????(Cemetery) 2
5. Beth-Shean 1
6. Acco 1
Site (cont.) Quantity
7. Megiddo 1
8. ????????? ???? 1
9. Beth-Shemesh 1
10. Amman 1
11. Ta’anach 1
12. ??? ???  (Cemetery) 1
Site Quantity
1. Lachish 6
2. Megiddo 1
3. ?????????????? 1
4. ????????? ???? 1
Site (cont.) Quantity
5. Gezer 1
6. Gibeon (el-Jib) 1
7. Amman Airport Temple 1
8. ???????????? 1
Table 14. Chronological Distribution of Late Helladic (Mycenaean) Pottery in the Southern Levant: LH IIIA1.
Site Quantity
1. Lachish 71
2. ????????? ???? 39
3. Amman Airport Structure 35
4. ???????????? 21
5. ????????? ??? 18
6. Megiddo 18
7. Acco 17
8. Gezer 15
9. Tel Mevorakh 14
10. Beth-Shean 11
11. Beth-Shemesh 10
12. Hazor 6
13. Aphek 5
14. Ashdod 3
15. ???????????? 3
16. ?????????????? 2
17. ????????? ???? 2
18. ???????????? 1
Site (cont.) Quantity
19. Jatt 1
20. ????????????????? 1
21. ??????? 1
22. ?????????????(Gath) 1
23. ??????????? ? 1
24. Shechem 1
25. ????? ???? 1
26. ?????????? 1
27. ???????????? ?(North) 1
28. ???????????? ?(South) 1
29. ????????????? 1
30. ???????????????? 1
31. Tel Shush (Abu Shusheh) 1
32. ???????????? 1
33. ?????????? 1
34. Khirbet Rabud 1
35. ????????? ???? 1
Table 15. Chronological Distribution of Late Helladic (Mycenaean) Pottery in the Southern Levant: LH IIIA2.
Appendix II: Tables 331
Site Quantity
1. ????????? ???? 175
2. Megiddo 46
3. Ashdod 31
4. Hazor 26
5. ????????? ???? 25
6. Beth-Shemesh 19
7. Aphek 13
8. Lachish 12
9. ?????????????(Gath) 10
10. Shechem 10
11. ??????????? 10
12. Ashkelon 10
13. ??????????? 7
14. ????????????? 5
15. Gezer 5
Site (cont.) Quantity
16. Bethel 4
17. ???????????? 3
18. Amman Airport Structure 3
19. ????????? ????? 3
20. Jerusalem 2
21. ????????? 2
22. ????????? ??? 2
23. ‘Afula 2
24. ????????????????? 1
25. ???????????? ?(South) 1
26. ???????????? 1
27. ?????????? 1
28. ????????????? 1
29. Ta’anach 1
30. ????????????? 1
Table 16. Chronological Distribution of Late Helladic (Mycenaean) Pottery in the Southern Levant: LH IIIA-B.
Site Quantity
1. ????????? ???? 88
2. Lachish 16
3. Beth-Shean 12
4. ???????????? 11
5. Amman Airport Structure 9
6. Aphek 7
7. Hazor 4
8. ??????????? ? 4
9. ?????????????(Gath) 4
10. Beth-Shemesh 3
Site (cont.) Quantity
11. Heshbon 3
12. ????????????? 2
13. Ashdod 2
14. ????????? ??? 2
15. ?????????????? 1
16. ??????????? 1
17. Tell Sahab 1
18. ?????????????? 1
19. Shechem 1
20. ???????????? 1
Table 17. Chronological Distribution of Late Helladic (Mycenaean) Pottery in the Southern Levant: LH IIIA2-B.
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Site Quantity
1. Lachish 70
2. Amman Airport Structure 28
3. Aphek 15
4. ????????? ???? 14
5. Hazor 5
6. ???????????? 5
7. ????????? ??? 3
8. ??????????? ? 2
Site (cont.) Quantity
9. Megiddo 2
10. ?????????? ??? 2
11. Ashkelon 2
12. ????????????? 1
13. ???????????????? 1
14. ?????????? 1
15. Acco 1
Table 18. Chronological Distribution of Late Helladic (Mycenaean) Pottery in the Southern Levant: LH IIIA2-B1.
Site Quantity
1. ????????? ???? 89
2. Lachish 49
3. Megiddo 24
4. Ashdod (Southern Beach) 23
5. ???????????? 17
6. Amman Airport Structure 15
7. Ashdod 11
8. ???????????? 10
9. Hazor 10
10. ????????? ??? 10
11. Acco 10
12. ???????????????? 8
13. Gezer 8
14. Beth-Shean 7
15. ????????????? 6
16. Aphek 6
17. ?????????? ??? 5
18. Beth-Shemesh 4
Site (cont.) Quantity
19. Shechem 3
20. Ashkelon 3
21. ????????? ??????? 3
22. ???????????? ?(South) 3
23. ??????? 3
24. Medeba (Madaba) 2
25. ?????????????(Gath) 2
26. ????????????? 2
27. ?????????? 2
28. ????????? ???? 1
29. ?????????? 1
30. ‘Izbet Sartah 1
31. ?????????? 1
32. Tel Miqne (Ekron) 1
33. ????? ???? 1
34. ???? ??????? 1
35. ????????? ????? 1
Table 19. Chronological Distribution of Late Helladic (Mycenaean) Pottery in the Southern Levant: LH IIIB.
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Site Quantity
1. Lachish 12
2. Amman Airport Structure 10
3. ???????????? 6
4. ???????????????? 1
Site (cont.) Quantity
5. Megiddo 1
6. ??????? 1
7. Aphek 1
8. ????????? ??? 1
Table 20. Chronological Distribution of Late Helladic (Mycenaean) Pottery in the Southern Levant: LH IIIB1.
Site Quantity
1. ??????????????? 5
2. Lachish 3
3. Aphek 2
Site (cont.) Quantity
4. Hazor 1
5. ???????????? 1
6. ????????? ???? 1
Table 21. Chronological Distribution of Late Helladic (Mycenaean) Pottery in the Southern Levant: LH IIIB2
Site Quantity
1. Beth-Shean 29
2. ????? ???? 11
3. ????????? ???? 11
4. Ashdod 5
5. Lachish 2
Site (cont.) Quantity
6. Gezer 2
7. Megiddo 1
8. Beth-Shemesh 1
9. ????????? ???? 1
Table 22. Chronological Distribution of Late Helladic (Mycenaean) Pottery in the Southern Levant: LH IIIB-C.
Site Quantity
1. Beth-Shean 20
2. Acco 12
3. ????????????? 3
4. ????? ???? 2
Site (cont.) Quantity
5. ????????? ???? 2
6. ?????????? 1
7. ???????????? 1
Table 23. Chronological Distribution of Late Helladic (Mycenaean) Pottery in the Southern Levant: LH IIIC
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Site Quantity
1. Amman Airport Structure 357
2. ????????? ???? 276
3. Hazor 155
4. Lachish 115
5. ?????????? 40
6. ???????????? 33
7. ????????? ??? 27
8. ???????????? 20
9. Beth-Shean 18
10. Aphek 13
11. ?????????? 12
12. Ashdod 10
13. ?????????? 10
14. ???????????????????? 10
15. ?????????????? 7
16. ?????????????? 4
17. Ashkelon 3
18. Jericho 3
Site (cont.) Quantity
19. ?????? ??? 3
20. ???? 2
21. ????????????? 2
22. Ta’anach 2
23. Ashdod-Yam 1
24. ‘Atlit 1
25. Irbid 1
26. Khirbet Burgeta 1
27. Šoham 1
28. Tel Bira 1
29. ????????????? 1
30. Tel Michal 1
31. ?????????????? 1
32. Tell es-Samak 1
33. ????????? ???? 1
34. Tell Eran 1
35. ?????????? 1
36. Yavneh-Yam 1
Table 24. Chronological Distribution of Late Helladic (Mycenaean) Pottery in the Southern Levant: LH.
Site Quantity
1. ????????? ???? 37
2. Amman Airport Structure 13
3. Lachish 5
4. Ashdod (Southern Beach) 4
5. ???????????? 4
6. Gezer 3
7. Beth-Shemesh 2
Site (cont.) uantity
8. Ta’anach 1
9. Jerusalem 1
10. ???????????? 1
11. ?????????????? 1
12. Ashdod 1
13. ????????? ??? 1
14. Acco 1
Table 25. Distribution of Minoan Pottery in the Southern Levant.
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Site Quantity
1. Timna‘ 70
2. ??????????????? 33
3. Kadesh-Barnea 20
4. ??????????????? 11
5. ????????????  (South) 10
6. ?????????? ??? 8
7. Tell el-Kheleifeh 6
8. Mezad Gozal 5
9. Amman Airport Structure 3*
10. Lachish 3
11. ?????? ????? 3*
Site (cont.) Quantity
12. ???????????? 3*
???? ??????????????????????????? 3*
14. Mezad Hazeva 2*
15. ? ??????????? 2
16. Gezer 1
17. Har Romem 1
18. Har Shani 1*
19. Khirbet Duwar 1
20. Khirbet esh-Shedeiyid 1
21. Tawilan 1
22. ???????????? 1
Table 26. Distribution of Qurayya Ware in the Southern Levant (*marks sites which do not have an exact 
number of sherds or vessels).
Site Quantity
1. Lachish 27
2. ????????? ???? 23
3. Tel Miqne (Ekron) 8
Site (cont.) Quantity
4. Ashdod (Southern Beach) 1
5. ????????????? 1
6. ?????????????(Gath) 1
Table 27. Distribution of Northwest Anatolian Grey Ware in the Southern Levant.
Site Quantity
1. Ashkelon 150
2. ?????????????? 99
3. Beth-Shean 19
4. Ashdod (Southern Beach) 15
5. ????????? ??? 10*
6. ???????????? 9
7. Megiddo 7
8. ????? ???? 6
9. ????????? ???? 5
10. ???????????? 5
11. Aphek 3
12. Jaffa 3
13. ?????????????? 3
14. Acco 2
Site (cont.) Quantity
15. Lachish 2
16. ????????????? 2
17. ?????????? 1
18. ????????? ??????? 1
19. ?????? ??? 1
20. ?????? ?? (Cemetery) 1
21. ????????? ??? 1
22. ???????????????? 1
23. ?????????? 1
24. ?????? 1
???? ??????????????? 1
26. Nahal Patish 1
27. Tel Esdar 1
Table 28. Distribution of Imported Egyptian Pottery in the Southern Levant (* denotes where the exact 
number is unknown).
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Site Quantity
1. ????????? ??? 98
2. Amman Airport Structure 53
3. Lachish 42
4. Megiddo 36
5. Beth-Shean 32
6. ????????????? 22
7. Gezer 21
8. Hazor 15
9. Beth-Shemesh 14
10. Jerusalem 13
11. Timna’ 5
12. Irbid 5
13. ?????????????? 4
14. ????????? ???? 3
15. ????????? ???? 3
Site (cont.) Quantity
16. ???????????? 3
17. ???????????? ?(South) 2
18. ???????????? 2
19. Acco 2
20. Jericho 2
21. Tel Michal 1
22. ?????????? ??? 1
23. Tel Miqne (Ekron) 1
24. ????????? 1
25. ????????????? 1
26. Shechem 1
27. Ashdod 1
28. Shiloh 1
29. Ta’anach 1
30. ??????? 1
Table 29. Distribution of Egyptian Stone Vessels in the Southern Levant.
Site Quantity
1. ????????? ??? 60
2. Megiddo 11
3. ????????????? 9
4. Hazor 2
Site (cont.) Quantity
5. Tel Michal 1
6. Gezer 1
7. Beth-Shean 1
8. Acco 1
Table 30. Chronological Distribution of Egyptian Stone Vessels in the Southern Levant: LB I.
Site Quantity
1. Amman Airport Structure 53
2. Lachish 22
3. Megiddo 19
4. ????????? ??? 11
5. Hazor 11
6. Beth-Shean 11
7. Gezer 3
8. ????????????? 3
Site (cont.) Quantity
9. ????????? ???? 3
10. ???????????? 2
11. Jerusalem 2
12. ???????????? ?South 2
13. ?????????? ??? 1
14. ???????????? 1
15. ????????????? 1
16. Ashdod 1
Table 31. Chronological Distribution of Egyptian Stone Vessels in the Southern Levant: LB II.
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Site Quantity
1. ?????????????? 4
2. Megiddo 4
3. Beth-Shemesh 4
Site (cont.) Quantity
4. Gezer 2
5. Tel Miqne (Ekron) 1
6. Lachish 1
Table 32. Chronological Distribution of Egyptian Stone Vessels in the Southern Levant: Iron I.
Site Quantity
1. ???????????? ?(South) 208
2. Beth-Shean 129
3. Megiddo 91
4. Lachish 45
5. Gezer 21
6. Beth-Shemesh 20
7. Ashkelon 17
8. Tel Miqne (Ekron) 17
9. ????????? ???? 13
10. ?????? ???(Cemetery) 9
11. ????????????? 9
12. ????????????? ? 7
13. ?????????? 7
14. ??????????? 6
15. ??????????????? 5
Site (cont.) Quantity
16. ????????? ??? 5
17. ???????????? 4
18. Ashdod 4
19. ?????? 4
20. ????????? ??????? 2
21. ?????????????? 2
22. Acco 2
23. ?????????????? 1
24. Jerusalem 1
25. ?????????? 1
26. ????????? ???? 1
27. ???????????????? 1
28. ?????????????(Gath) 1
29. ????????????  (North) 1
Table 33. Distribution of Egyptian Amulets in the Southern Levant
Site Quantity
1. ???????????? ?(South) 101
2. Beth-Shean 97
3. Lachish 25
4. Megiddo 10
5. ????????? ???? 7
Site (cont.) Quantity
6. ????????????? ? 5
7. ????????? ??? 2
8. ??????????? 1
9. ????????? ???? 1
Table 34. Chronological Distribution of Egyptian Amulets in the Southern Levant: LB IIB.
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Site Quantity
1. ???????????? ?(South) 28
2. Lachish 13
3. Gezer 11
4. Ashkelon 10
5. Beth-Shean 10
6. Megiddo 10
7. ????????????? 9
8. Tel Miqne (Ekron) 8
9. ?????? ???(Cemetery) 8
10. Beth-Shemesh 5
11. ?????????? 5
Site (cont.) Quantity
12. ???????????? 4
13. ??????????????? 4
14. Ashdod 3
15. ??????????? 3
16. ?????? 2
17. ????????? ??? 2
18. ?????????????? 1
19. Jerusalem 1
20. ?????????? 1
21. ???????????? (Gath) 1
Table 35. Chronological Distribution of Egyptian Amulets in the Southern Levant: LB IIB – Iron I.
Site Quantity
1. ???????????? ?(South) 79
2. Megiddo 71
3. Beth-Shean 22
4. Beth-Shemesh 15
5. Gezer 10
6. Tel Miqne (Ekron) 9
7. Lachish 7
8. Ashkelon 7
9. ????????? ???? 6
10. ????????????? ? 2
11. Acco 2
Site (cont.) Quantity
12. ?????? 2
13. ?????????????? 2
14. ????????? ??????? 2
15. ??????????? 2
16. ?????????? 2
17. ???????????????? 1
18. ???????????? ? ???? 1
19. Ashdod 1
20. ????????? ??? 1
21. ??????????????? 1
22. ?????? ???(Cemetery) 1
Table 36. Chronological Distribution of Egyptian Amulets in the Southern Levant: Iron I
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Site
1. ??????????????
2. Lachish
3. Megiddo
4. Ashkelon
5. Acco
6. ???????????
7. ??????????????
8. Beth-Shean
9. el-Ahwat
10. ????????? ????
11. Tell el-Wawiyat
Site (cont.)
12. ????????? ????
13. Ashdod
14. ??????????
15. ????????? ????
16. Tel Harasim
17. Neve Yarak
18. Jerusalem
19. ?????????????
20. Timna’
21. ???????
22. ? ?? ?????
Table 37. Distribution of Nile Perch in the Southern Levant: Highest Concentration to Lowest.
Site
1. ????????? ????
2. ??????????
3. ???????
Site (cont.)
4. Neve Yarak
5. Tel Harasim
Table 38. Chronological Distribution of Nile Perch in the Southern Levant: LBA.
Site
1. Acco
2. Lachish
Site (cont.)
3. Tell el-Wawiyat
Table 39. Chronological Distribution of Nile Perch in the Southern Levant: LBA – Iron I.
Site
1. el-Ahwat*
2. Ashdod*
3. Ashkelon
4. Beth-Shean
5. ??????????????*
6. ? ?? ?????
7. ???????????*
Site (cont.)
8. Jerusalem 
9. ????????? ????*
10. Megiddo 
11. ??????????????*
12. ????????? ????
13. ?????????????*
Table 40. Chronological Distribution of Nile Perch in the Southern Levant: Iron I (* denotes Iron IB).
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Site Quantity
1. Megiddo 382
2. ????????? ??? 349
3. Beth-Shean 222
4. Gezer 187
5. ???????????? ?(South) 154
6. ???????????? 104
7. ???????????????? 82
8. Beth-Shemesh 72
9. ????????????????? 65
10. Amman Airport Structure 65
11. Lachisch 57
12. ??????????? 48
13. ???????????? 32
14. Acco 29
15. ?????????? 18
16. ????????????? 18
17. Hazor 8
18. ??????????? ? 8
19. ????????? ???? 8
20. ????????????? 6
???? ??????????????? 6
22. ????? 6
23. ????????? 4
Site (cont.) Quantity
24. ?????????????? 3
25. Rogem Hiri 3
26. Ashdod 3
27. ????????? ???? 2
28. Aphek 2
29. Bahan 2
30. Sahem 2
31. Tel Miqne (Ekron) 2
32. Tel Anafa 1
33. ?????????? 1
34. ‘En Neshev 1
35. ?????? ??? 1
36. Tell el-Wawiyat 1
37. ?????? ???(Cemetery) 1
38. ??????????? 1
39. Mt. Ebal 1
40. ??? ??? 1
41. ???????????? 1
42. Tel Kitan 1
43. Shiloh 1
44. ????????? 1
45. ?????????? ??? 1
Table 41. Distribution of Precious Metals in the Southern Levant.
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Site Quantity
1. ????????? ??? 317
2. Megiddo 242
3. Beth-Shean 149
4. ???????????? 98
5. ???????????? ?(South) 95
6. Amman Airport Structure 65
7. Gezer 64
8. ????????????????? 63
9. Beth-Shemesh 63
10. Lachisch 48
11. ??????????? 48
12. ???????????? 27
13. Acco 22
14. ?????????? 16
15. ????????????? 13
16. ????????? ???? 7
17. Yiftah’el 4
18. Hazor 3
19. ??????????????? 3
20. ?????????????? 3
Site (cont.) Quantity
21. Rogem Hiri 3
22. ????? 2
23. Ashdod 2
24. Aphek 2
25. Bahan 2
26. ???????????????? 2
27. Tel Miqne (Ekron) 2
28. ‘En Neshev 1
29. ??????????? ? 1
30. Tel Anafa 1
31. Tell el-Wawiyat 1
32. Shiloh 1
33. ????????????? 1
34. Mt. Ebal 1
35. ???????????? 1
36. ??????????? 1
37. Sahem 1
38. ????????? 1
39. ?????????? ??? 1
Table 42. Distribution of Gold Objects in the Southern Levant.
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Site Quantity
1. Megiddo 136
2. Gezer 123
3. Beth-Shean 73
4. ???????????? ?(South) 53
5. ????????? ??? 24
6. Beth-Shemesh 9
7. Lachisch 8
8. ??????????? ? 7
9. Acco 7
10. ???????????????? 6
11. ????????????? 5
12. ????????????? 5
13. ???????????? 5
14. ???????????? 5
Site (cont.) Quantity
15. Hazor 5
16. ????? 4
???? ??????????????? 3
18. ????????? ???? 2
19. ?????????? 2
20. ????????????????? 2
21. ????????? ???? 1
22. ?????? ??? 1
23. ??? ??? 1
24. Sahem 1
25. ?????????? 1
26. ?????? ???(Cemetery) 1
27. Tel Kitan 1
Table 43. Distribution of Silver Objects in the Southern Levant.
Site Gold Silver Electrum
1. ????????? ??? 32 1
2. Megiddo 19 8
3. Lachish 5
4. ????????????????? 1 2
5. Hazor 1 2
6. Bahan 1
7. ????????????? 1
8. Tel Kitan 1
9. ???????????? 1
10. Beth-Shean 1
Table 44. Chronological Distribution of Precious Metal Objects in the 
Southern Levant: LB I.
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Site Gold Silver Electrum
1. ????????????????? 30
2. Acco 22 7
3. Lachish 5 1
4. Hazor 1 3
5. ????????? 1
6. ??????????? ? 1
7. Megiddo 1
8. ???????????? 1
Table 45. Chronological Distribution of Precious Metal Objects in the 
Southern Levant: LB IIA.
Site Gold Silver
1. Beth-Shemesh 63 6
2. Amman Airport Structure 65
3. Beth-Shean 46 2
4. ??????????? ? 6
5. ????????? ???? 6
6. Lachish 2 2
7. Sahem 1 1
8. Megiddo 1
Table 46. Chronological Distribution of Precious Metal Objects in 
the Southern Levant: LB IIB.
Site Gold Silver Electrum
1. Megiddo 56 5
2. ???????????? ?(South) 11 4 2
3. ????? 2 4
4. Beth-Shean 4
5. ?????????????? 3
6. Tel Miqne (Ekron) 2
7. ????????? ???? 1 1
8. ‘En Neshev 1
9. Tell el-Wawiyat 1
10. Lachish 1
11. Ashdod 1
Table 47. Chronological Distribution of Precious Metal Objects in the 
Southern Levant: Iron I.
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Site Gold Silver
1. Megiddo 90 4
2. Beth-Shean 36 39
3. ???????????? ?(South) 23
4. ?????????? 18 2
5. Lachish 12 1
6. Ashdod 2
7. Aphek 2
8. ?????????? ??? 1
Table 48. Chronological Distribution of Precious Metal Objects 
in the Southern Levant: Iron IA.
Site Gold Silver
1. Megiddo 103
2. Beth-Shean 14 23
Site
1. Megiddo
2. Aphek
3. ???????????????
4. ???????????? ?(South)
Site
1. Lachish
2. ?????????? ???
3. ??????????????
4. Aphek
5. Beth-Shean
6. Hazor
7. Jaffa
8. ?????????????
9. Ta’anach
Table 49. Chronological Distribution of Precious Metal Objects 
in the Southern Levant: Iron IB.
Table 50. Distribution of Cedar Wood in the 
Southern Levant.
Table 51. Distribution of Hittite Objects in the 
Southern Levant.
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Map 1. Sites ‚destroyed‘ at the end of the LBA.
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Map 11. Regional distribution of Northwest Anatolian grey ware.
Appendix III: Maps358
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Map 14. Regional distribution of Egyptian stone vessels.
Appendix III: Maps 361
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Map 17. Regional distribution of precious metals.
rk SFB 1070RessourcenKulturen
ISBN 978-3-947251-11-7
The end of the Late Bronze Age ca. 1200 BC in the Eastern Mediterranean is 
traditionally viewed as an end point. Great empires collapsed, prominent cities were 
destroyed, interregional exchange disappeared, and writing systems were all but 
lost in most of the Eastern Mediterranean. The goal of this volume is to examine one 
key aspect of the transition from the Late Bronze Age to the Iron I in the Southern 
Levant, the development and changes in interregional exchange both over time and 
regionally. 
Twelve non-local types of material culture were collected into a database in order 
to track the development of interregional exchange over the course of the LBA to 
the Iron I. With this data, this volume explores what affect, if any, did changes in 
interregional exchange have on the ‘collapse’ of the LBA societies in the Southern 
Levant. Another key aspect of this work is an examination of the supposed wave 
of destruction which took the Southern Levant by storm to see if these events 
might have affected trade and contributed to the transitions during the end of the 
LBA into the Iron I. In all this work seeks to understand what changes took place in 
interregional exchange, how might destruction have affected this, and was this the 
cause for the transition to the Iron I.
EXCHANGE, DESTRUCTION, AND A TRANSITIONING 
SOCIETY
RESSOURCENKULTUREN 9
